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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 91

[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0246; Amdt. No.
91-321B]

RIN 2120-AK70

Prohibition Against Certain Flights
Within the Tripoli (HLLL) Flight
Information Region (FIR); Extension of
Expiration Date

AGENCY: Federal Aviation

Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule and extension of
expiration date.

SUMMARY: This action extends the
prohibition of flight operations within
the Tripoli (HLLL) Flight Information
Region (FIR) by all: U.S. air carriers;
U.S. commercial operators; persons
exercising the privileges of an airman
certificate issued by the FAA, except
when such persons are operating a U.S.-
registered aircraft for a foreign air
carrier; and operators of U.S.-registered
civil aircraft, except operators of such
aircraft that are foreign air carriers. The
extension of the expiration date is
necessary to address a potential hazard
to persons and aircraft engaged in such
flight operations. Additionally, the FAA
is amending the prohibition to make
clear that operations by sub-contractors
under a U.S. Government department,
agency, or instrumentality’s contract,
grant, or cooperative agreement may be
included in an approval request and to
remove an obsolete reference to
paragraph 8 of United Nations Security
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1973. The
FAA is also revising the approval
conditions that will apply to operations
authorized by other U.S. Government
departments, agencies, and
instrumentalities that are approved by
the FAA, and the information about

requests for exemption, to reflect the
termination of statutory authorization
for the FAA premium war risk
insurance program.
DATES: The final rule is effective March
20, 2015. This action extends the period
during which Special Federal Aviation
Regulation (SFAR) No. 112, scheduled
to expire on March 20, 2015, will
remain in effect. The expiration date is
extended until March 20, 2017.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
technical questions concerning this
action, contact Will Gonzalez, Air
Transportation Division, AFS-220,
Flight Standards Service Federal
Aviation Administration, 800
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telephone 202—
267-8166; email will.gonzalez@faa.gov.
For legal questions concerning this
action, contact Mary Mason, Office of
the Chief Counsel, AGC-200, Federal
Aviation Administration, 800
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telephone (202)
267-8018; email mary.mason@faa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Good Cause for Immediate Adoption

Section 553(b)(3)(B) of title 5, U.S.
Code, authorizes agencies to dispense
with notice and comment procedures
for rules when the agency for “good
cause” finds that those procedures are
“impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary
to the public interest.” In this instance,
the FAA finds that notice and public
comment to this immediately adopted
final rule, as well as any delay in the
effective date of this rule, are contrary
to the public interest due to the
immediate need to address the
continued potential hazard to civil
aviation that exists in the Tripoli (HLL)
FIR, as described in the Background
section of this rule.

Authority for This Rulemaking

The FAA is responsible for the safety
of flight in the United States (U.S.) and
for the safety of U.S. civil operators,
U.S.-registered civil aircraft, and U.S.-
certificated airmen throughout the
world. The FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety is found in title
49, U.S. Code. Subtitle I, section 106(f),
describes the authority of the FAA
Administrator. Subtitle VII of title 49,
Aviation Programs, describes in more
detail the scope of the agency’s
authority. Section 40101(d)(1) provides

that the Administrator shall consider in
the public interest, among other matters,
assigning, maintaining, and enhancing
safety and security as the highest
priorities in air commerce. Section
40105(b)(1)(A) requires the
Administrator to exercise his authority
consistently with the obligations of the
U.S. Government under international
agreements.

This rulemaking is promulgated
under the authority described in
Subtitle VII, Part A, subpart III, section
44701, General requirements. Under
that section, the FAA is charged broadly
with promoting safe flight of civil
aircraft in air commerce by prescribing,
among other things, regulations and
minimum standards for practices,
methods, and procedures that the
Administrator finds necessary for safety
in air commerce and national security.
This regulation is within the scope of
that authority, because it extends the
prohibition against the persons subject
to paragraph (a) of SFAR No. 112, 14
CFR 91.1603, conducting flight
operations in the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR
due to the continued potential hazard to
the safety of such persons’ flight
operations, as described in the
Background section of this document.

I. Executive Summary

This action extends the prohibition of
flight operations in the Tripoli (HLLL)
FIR by all: U.S. air carriers; U.S.
commercial operators; persons
exercising the privileges of a U.S.
airman certificate, except when such
persons are operating a U.S.-registered
aircraft for a foreign air carrier; and
operators of U.S.-registered civil aircraft,
except when such operators are foreign
air carriers. The FAA finds this action
necessary to address potential hazards
to persons and aircraft engaged in such
flight operations. The prohibition,
which is scheduled to expire on March
20, 2015, is hereby extended to March
20, 2017.

II. Background

As aresult of safety and national
security concerns regarding flight
operations in the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR,
the FAA issued §91.1603 of title 14,
Code of Federal Regulations, SFAR No.
112, in March 2011 (76 FR 16238,
March 23, 2011). SFAR No. 112
prohibits all U.S. air carriers; U.S.
commercial operators; persons
exercising the privileges of an airman
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certificate issued by the FAA, except
when such persons are operating a U.S.-
registered aircraft for a foreign air
carrier; and operators of U.S.-registered
civil aircraft, except operators of such
aircraft that are foreign air carriers, from
conducting flight operations in the
Tripoli (HLLL) FIR, except as provided
in paragraphs (c) and (d) of the SFAR.

When SFAR No. 112 was issued, an
armed conflict was ongoing in Libya
and presented a potential hazard to civil
aviation. The FAA was concerned that
runways at Libya’s international
airports, including the main
international airports serving Benghazi
(HLLB) and Tripoli (HLLT), might be
damaged or degraded. There was also
concern that air navigation services in
the Tripoli FIR might be unavailable or
degraded. In addition, the proliferation
of air defense weapons, including Man-
Portable Air-Defense Systems
(MANPADS), and the presence of
military operations, including Libyan
aerial bombardments and unplanned
military flights entering and departing
the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR, posed a
potential hazard to U.S. operators, U.S.-
registered aircraft, and FAA-certificated
airmen that might operate within the
Tripoli (HLLL) FIR. Additionally, the
United Nations Security Council
adopted Resolution 1973 on March 18,
2011, which mandated a ban on all
flights in the airspace of Libya, with
certain exceptions.

By March 2014, although the Gadhafi
regime had been overthrown and the
UN-mandated ban on flights in Libyan
airspace had been lifted, the FAA
continued to have significant security
concerns for Libya and for the safety of
U.S. civil aviation operations in that
country. On March 20, 2014, the FAA
extended the expiration date of SFAR
No. 112, § 91.1603, to March 20, 2015.
The FAA considered that, on December
12, 2013, the Department of State had
issued a Travel Warning strongly
advising against all non-essential travel
to Libya. Various groups had called for
attacks against U.S. citizens and U.S.
interests in Libya. Many military-grade
weapons remained in the hands of
private individuals and groups, among
them anti-aircraft weapons that could be
used against civil aviation, including
MANPADS. The Travel Warning also
warned that closures or threats of
closures of the international airports
occurred regularly for maintenance,
labor, or security-related reasons. For
those reasons, on March 21, 2014, the
FAA published a final rule (79 FR
15679; corrected at 79 FR 19288, April
8, 2014) extending the expiration date of
SFAR No. 112, §91.1603, to March 20,
2015.

The FAA continues to have
significant concerns regarding the safety
of U.S. civil aviation operations in the
Tripoli (HLLL) FIR at all altitudes due
to the hazardous situation created by the
ongoing fighting involving various
militant groups and Libyan military
forces in various areas of Libya,
including some near Tripoli and
Benghazi. Islamist militant groups hold
and control significant portions of
Western Libya, including Tripoli
International Airport (HLLT). Militant
groups, such as Libyan Dawn, possess a
variety of anti-aircraft weapons, which
give them the capability to target aircraft
upon landing and departure and at
higher altitudes.

Civil aviation infrastructure is at risk
from indirect fire from mortars and
rockets targeting Libyan airports during
the ongoing fighting. Civil aviation in
the Tripoli FIR is also at risk from aerial
combat operations and other military
activity conducted by Libyan forces.

Furthermore, the security situation in
the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR continues to be
unpredictable and unstable. Therefore,
since there is a significant continuing
risk to the safety of U.S. civil aviation
in the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR, the FAA
hereby extends the expiration date of
SFAR No. 112, §91.1603, for an
additional two years.

The FAA will continue to actively
evaluate the area to determine to what
extent U.S. civil operators may be able
to safely operate therein. Adjustments to
this SFAR may be appropriate if the risk
to aviation safety and security changes.
The FAA may amend or rescind this
SFAR as necessary prior to its
expiration date.

Additionally, the FAA is amending
paragraph (c), Permitted operations, of
SFAR No. 112, § 91.1603, to make clear
that operations by sub-contractors under
a U.S. Government department, agency,
or instrumentality’s contract, grant, or
cooperative agreement may be included
in an approval request and to remove an
obsolete reference to paragraph 8 of
UNSCR 1973. UNSCR 2016 (2011)
terminated paragraphs 6 to 12 of UNSCR
1973, effective 23:59 p.m. Libyan local
time on October 31, 2011. The FAA is
also revising the approval conditions
that will apply to operations authorized
by other U.S. Government departments,
agencies, and instrumentalities and
approved by the FAA, and the
information about requests for
exemption, to reflect the termination of
statutory authorization for the FAA
premium war risk insurance program.
Section 102 of Division L of the
Consolidated and Further Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2015, Public Law
113-235, December 16, 2014, inter alia,

amended 49 U.S.C. 44302(f) and
44310(a) to specify the termination
dates in those sections as December 11,
2014. The effect was to terminate
coverage under FAA’s premium war risk
insurance program as of December 11,
2014.

Because the circumstances described
herein warrant immediate action by the
FAA, I find that notice and public
comment under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(3)(B) are
impracticable and contrary to the public
interest. Further, I find that good cause
exists under 5 U.S.C. 553(d) for making
this rule effective immediately upon
issuance. I also find that this action is
fully consistent with the obligations
under 49 U.S.C. 40105 to ensure that I
exercise my duties consistently with the
obligations of the United States under
international agreements.

Revised Approval Conditions

As noted above, Congress terminated
coverage under FAA’s premium war risk
insurance program as of December 11,
2014. Consequently, the FAA is revising
the approval conditions that will apply
to any approvals that the FAA may grant
for flight operations authorized by
another U.S. Government department,
agency or instrumentality in the Tripoli
(HLLL) FIR to remove material related to
this program. When the FAA approves
such operations, the FAA’s Aviation
Safety Organization (AVS) will send a
letter to the requesting department,
agency, or instrumentality confirming
that the FAA’s approval is subject to the
following conditions:

(1) Any approval will stipulate those
procedures and conditions that limit, to
the greatest degree possible, the risk to
the operator, while still allowing the
operator to achieve its operational
objectives.

(2) Before any approval takes effect,
the operator must submit to the FAA:

(a) a written release of the U.S.
Government from all damages, claims,
and liabilities, including without
limitation legal fees and expenses; and

(b) the operator’s agreement to
indemnify the U.S. Government with
respect to any and all third-party
damages, claims, and liabilities,
including without limitation legal fees
and expenses, relating to any event
arising from or related to the approved
operations in the Tripoli (HLLL) FIR;
and

(3) Other conditions that the FAA
may specify, including those that may
be imposed in OpSpecs.

The release and agreement to
indemnify do not preclude an operator
from raising a claim under an applicable
non-premium war risk insurance policy
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issued by the FAA under chapter 443 of
title 49, United States Code.

If the proposed operation or
operations are approved, the FAA will
issue OpSpecs to the certificate holder
authorizing these operations and will
notify the department, agency, or
instrumentality that requested FAA
approval of civil flight operations to be
conducted by one or more persons
described in paragraph (a) of SFAR No.
112, §91.1603, of any additional
conditions beyond those contained in
the approval letter. The requesting
department, agency, or instrumentality
must have a contract, grant, or
cooperative agreement (or its prime
contractor must have a subcontract)
with the person(s) described in
paragraph (a) of SFAR No. 112,
§91.1603, on whose behalf the
department, agency, or instrumentality
requests FAA approval.

Requests for Exemption

Any operations not conducted under
the approval process set forth above
must be conducted under an exemption
from SFAR No. 112, §91.1603. A
request by any person covered under
this SFAR for an exemption must
comply with 14 CFR part 11 and will
require exceptional circumstances
beyond those contemplated by the
approval process set forth above. In
addition to the information required by
14 CFR 11.81, at a minimum, the
requestor must describe in its
submission to the FAA—

¢ The proposed operation(s),
including the nature of the operation;

¢ The service to be provided by the
person(s) covered by the SFAR;

¢ The specific locations within the
Tripoli FIR where the proposed
operation(s) will be conducted; and

e The method by which the operator
will obtain current threat information,
and an explanation of how the operator
will integrate this information into all
phases of its proposed operations (e.g.,
the pre-mission planning and briefing,
in-flight, and post-flight phases).

Additionally, the release and
agreement to indemnify, as referred to
above, will be required as a condition of
any exemption issued under this SFAR.
The FAA recognizes that operations that
may be affected by SFAR No. 112,
§91.1603, may be planned for the
governments of other countries with the
support of the U.S. Government. While
these operations will not be permitted
through the approval process, the FAA
will process exemption requests for
such operations on an expedited basis
and prior to any private exemption
requests.

III. Regulatory Notices and Analyses

Changes to Federal regulations must
undergo several economic analyses.
First, Executive Orders 12866 and 13563
direct that each Federal agency shall
propose or adopt a regulation only upon
a reasoned determination that the
benefits of the intended regulation
justify its costs. Second, the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96—354),
as codified in 5 U.S.C. 603 et seq.,
requires agencies to analyze the
economic impact of regulatory changes
on small entities. Third, the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979 (Pub. L. 96-39),
as amended, 19 U.S.C. Chapter 13,
prohibits agencies from setting
standards that create unnecessary
obstacles to the foreign commerce of the
United States. In developing U.S.
standards, the Trade Agreements Act
requires agencies to consider
international standards and, where
appropriate, that they be the basis of
U.S. standards. Fourth, the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Pub. L.
104-4), as codified in 2 U.S.C. 1532,
requires agencies to prepare a written
assessment of the costs, benefits, and
other effects of proposed or final rules
that include a Federal mandate likely to
result in the expenditure by State, local,
or tribal governments, in the aggregate,
or by the private sector, of $100 million
or more annually (adjusted for inflation
with a base year of 1995). This portion
of the preamble summarizes the FAA’s
analysis of the economic impacts of this
final rule.

Department of Transportation (DOT)
Order 2100.5 prescribes policies and
procedures for simplification, analysis,
and review of regulations. If the
expected cost impact is so minimal that
a proposed or final rule does not
warrant a full evaluation, this order
permits that a statement to that effect
and the basis for it to be included in the
preamble if a full regulatory evaluation
of the cost and benefits is not prepared.
Such a determination has been made for
this final rule. The reasoning for this
determination follows:

This rule extends, by an additional
two years, the prohibition by SFAR No.
112 of flight operations within the
Tripoli (HLLL) Flight Information
Region (FIR) by all: U.S. air carriers,
U.S. commercial operators; persons
exercising the privileges of an airman
certificate issued by the FAA, except
when such persons are operating a U.S.-
registered aircraft for a foreign air
carrier; and operators of U.S.-registered
civil aircraft, except operators of such
aircraft that are foreign air carriers.
Because of the civil war that was
ongoing in Libya when SFAR No. 112

was issued, the FAA believed that few,
if any, operators were operating in the
Tripoli (HLLL) FIR. Consequently, the
FAA found the costs of SFAR No. 112
to be minimal. Given the continuing
threats to civil aviation in the Tripoli
(HLLL) FIR described in the Background
section of this final rule, including but
not limited to ongoing fighting
involving various groups, the FAA has
determined that the costs of continuing
to prohibit U.S. civil flights in the
Tripoli FIR are still minimal. These
minimal costs are exceeded by the
benefits of avoiding the significant
hazards to civil aviation detailed above
in the Background section of this
preamble.

In conducting these analyses, FAA
has determined this final rule is a
“significant regulatory action,” as
defined in section 3(f) of Executive
Order 12866, because it raises novel
policy issues contemplated under that
executive order. The rule is also
“significant” as defined in DOT’s
Regulatory Policies and Procedures. The
final rule, if adopted, will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities,
will not create unnecessary obstacles to
international trade and will not impose
an unfunded mandate on state, local, or
tribal governments, or on the private
sector.

A. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(Pub. L. 96-354, “RFA”’) establishes ““as
a principle of regulatory issuance that
agencies shall endeavor, consistent with
the objectives of the rule and of
applicable statutes, to fit regulatory and
informational requirements to the scale
of the businesses, organizations, and
governmental jurisdictions subject to
regulation. To achieve this principle,
agencies are required to solicit and
consider flexible regulatory proposals
and to explain the rationale for their
actions to assure that such proposals are
given serious consideration.” The RFA
covers a wide-range of small entities,
including small businesses, not-for-
profit organizations, and small
governmental jurisdictions.

Agencies must perform a review to
determine whether a rule will have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities. If
the agency determines that it will, the
agency must prepare a regulatory
flexibility analysis as described in the
RFA.

However, if an agency determines that
arule is not expected to have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities,
section 605(b) of the RFA provides that
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the head of the agency may so certify
and a regulatory flexibility analysis is
not required. The certification must
include a statement providing the
factual basis for this determination, and
the reasoning should be clear.

As discussed above, the FAA
estimates the costs of this rule will be
minimal. Therefore, as provided in
section 605(b), the head of the FAA
certifies that this rulemaking will not
result in a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities.

B. International Trade Impact
Assessment

The Trade Agreements Act of 1979
(Pub. L. 96-39), as amended, prohibits
Federal agencies from establishing
standards or engaging in related
activities that create unnecessary
obstacles to the foreign commerce of the
United States. Pursuant to this Act, the
establishment of standards is not
considered an unnecessary obstacle to
the foreign commerce of the United
States, so long as the standard has a
legitimate domestic objective, such as
the protection of safety, and does not
operate in a manner that excludes
imports that meet this objective. The
statute also requires consideration of
international standards and, where
appropriate, that they be the basis for
U.S. standards. The FAA has assessed
the potential effect of this final rule and
determined that its purpose is to protect
the safety of U.S. civil aviation from
potential hazards outside the U.S.
Therefore, the rule is in compliance
with the Trade Agreements Act.

C. Unfunded Mandates Assessment

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104—4)
requires each Federal agency to prepare
a written statement assessing the effects
of any Federal mandate in a proposed or
final agency rule that may result in an
expenditure of $100 million or more (in
1995 dollars) in any one year by State,
local, and tribal governments, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector; such
a mandate is deemed to be a “‘significant
regulatory action.” The FAA currently
uses an inflation-adjusted value of
$151.0 million in lieu of $100 million.

This final rule does not contain such
a mandate; therefore, the requirements
of Title IT of the Act do not apply.

D. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3507(d)) requires that the
FAA consider the impact of paperwork
and other information collection
burdens imposed on the public. The
FAA has determined that there is no

new requirement for information
collection associated with this
immediately adopted final rule.

E. International Compatibility and
Cooperation

In keeping with U.S. obligations
under the Convention on International
Civil Aviation, it is FAA policy to
conform to International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAO) Standards and
Recommended Practices to the
maximum extent practicable. The FAA
has determined that there are no ICAO
Standards and Recommended Practices
that correspond to this regulation.

F. Environmental Analysis

FAA Order 1050.1E identifies FAA
actions that are categorically excluded
from preparation of an environmental
assessment or environmental impact
statement under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in the
absence of extraordinary circumstances.
The FAA has determined this
rulemaking action qualifies for the
categorical exclusion identified in
paragraph 312f of this order and
involves no extraordinary
circumstances.

The FAA has reviewed the
implementation of the SFAR and
determined it is categorically excluded
from further environmental review
according to FAA Order 1050.1E,
“Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures,” paragraph 312f. The FAA
has examined possible extraordinary
circumstances and determined that no
such circumstances exist. After careful
and thorough consideration of the
action, the FAA finds that this Federal
action does not require preparation of
an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement in
accordance with the requirements of
NEPA, Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations, and FAA
Order 1050.1E.

IV. Executive Order Determinations

A. Executive Order 13132, Federalism

The FAA has analyzed this
immediately adopted final rule under
the principles and criteria of Executive
Order 13132, Federalism. The agency
has determined that this action would
not have a substantial direct effect on
the States, or the relationship between
the Federal Government and the States,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, and, therefore,
would not have Federalism
implications.

B. Executive Order 13211, Regulations
That Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

The FAA analyzed this immediately
adopted final rule under Executive
Order 13211, Actions Concerning
Regulations that Significantly Affect
Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use
(May 18, 2001). The agency has
determined that it would not be a
“significant energy action” under the
executive order and would not be likely
to have a significant adverse effect on
the supply, distribution, or use of
energy.

C. Executive Order 13609, Promoting
International Regulatory Cooperation

Executive Order 13609, Promoting
International Regulatory Cooperation,
(77 FR 26413, May 4, 2012) promotes
international regulatory cooperation to
meet shared challenges involving
health, safety, labor, security,
environmental, and other issues and to
reduce, eliminate, or prevent
unnecessary differences in regulatory
requirements. The FAA has analyzed
this action under the policies and
agency responsibilities of Executive
Order 13609, and has determined that
this action would have no effect on
international regulatory cooperation.

V. Additional Information

A. Availability of Rulemaking
Documents

An electronic copy of rulemaking
documents may be obtained from the
Internet by—

e Searching the Federal eRulemaking
Portal (http://www.regulations.gov);

¢ Visiting the FAA’s Regulations and
Policies Web page at http://
www.faa.gov/regulations policies or

¢ Accessing the Government Printing
Office’s Web page at http://
www.fdsys.gov.

Copies may also be obtained by
sending a request to the Federal
Aviation Administration, Office of
Rulemaking, ARM—1, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591, or
by calling (202) 267—9680. Please
identify the docket or amendment
number of this rulemaking in your
request.

All documents the FAA considered in
developing this rule, including
economic analyses and technical
reports, may be accessed from the
Internet through the Federal
eRulemaking Portal referenced above.

B. Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act

The Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996
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(SBREFA) requires FAA to comply with
small entity requests for information or
advice about compliance with statutes
and regulations within its jurisdiction.
A small entity with questions regarding
this document may contact its local
FAA official, or the person listed under
the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
heading at the beginning of the
preamble. To find out more about
SBREFA on the Internet, visit http://
www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/
rulemaking/sbre _act/.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 91

Air traffic control, Aircraft, Airmen,
Airports, Aviation safety, Freight, Libya.

The Amendment

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Federal Aviation Administration
amends chapter I of title 14, Code of
Federal Regulations as follows:

PART 91—GENERAL OPERATING AND
FLIGHT RULES

m 1. The authority citation for part 91
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(f), 106(g), 1155,
40101, 40103, 40105, 40113, 40120, 44101,
44111, 44701, 44704, 44709, 44711, 44712,
44715, 44716, 44717, 44722, 46306, 46315,
46316, 46504, 46506—46507, 47122, 47508,
47528-47531, 47534, articles 12 and 29 of the
Convention on International Civil Aviation
(61 Stat. 1180), (126 Stat. 11).

m 2.In §91.1603, revise paragraphs (c)
and (e) to read as follows:

§91.1603 Special Federal Aviation
Regulation No. 112—Prohibition Against
Certain Flights Within the Tripoli (HLLL)
Flight Information Region (FIR).

* * * * *

(c) Permitted operations. This section
does not prohibit persons described in
paragraph (a) of this section from
conducting flight operations within the
Tripoli (HLLL) FIR under the following
conditions:

(1) Flight operations are conducted
under a contract, grant, or cooperative
agreement with a department, agency, or
instrumentality of the U.S. government
(or under a subcontract between the
prime contractor of the department,
agency, or instrumentality, and the
person described in paragraph (a) of this
section), with the approval of the FAA,
or under an exemption issued by the
FAA. The FAA will process requests for
approval or exemption in a timely
manner, with the order of preference
being: First, for those operations in
support of U.S. government-sponsored
activities; second, for those operations
in support of government-sponsored
activities of a foreign country with the
support of a U.S. government

department, agency, or instrumentality;
and third, for all other operations.

(2) [Reserved]

* * * * *

(e) Expiration. This Special Federal
Aviation Regulation will remain in
effect until March 20, 2017. The FAA
may amend, rescind, or extend this
Special Federal Aviation Regulation as
necessary.

Issued in Washington, DC, under the
authority of 49 U.S.C. 106(f), 40101(d)(1),
40105(b)(1)(A), and 44701(a)(5), on March 19,
2015.

Michael P. Huerta,

Administrator.

[FR Doc. 2015-06697 Filed 3—20-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

17 CFR Part 1
RIN 3038-AE22

Residual Interest Deadline for Futures
Commission Merchants

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (““Commission” or
“CFTC”) is amending its regulations to
remove the December 31, 2018
automatic termination date for the
phased-in compliance schedule for
futures commission merchants
(“FCMs”) and provides assurance that
the residual interest deadline, as
defined in the regulations (‘‘Residual
Interest Deadline’’), will only be revised
through a separate Commission
rulemaking.

DATES: The final rule is effective May
26, 2015.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Division of Swap Dealer and
Intermediary Oversight: Thomas Smith,
Acting Director, 202—418-5495, tsmith@
cftc.gov; Jennifer Bauer, Special
Counsel, 202-418-5472, jbauer@
cftc.gov; Joshua Beale, Attorney-
Advisor, 202—418-5446, jbeale@
cftc.gov, Three Lafayette Centre, 1155
21st Street NW., Washington, DC 20581.

Division of Clearing and Risk: Kirsten
V.K. Robbins, Associate Chief Counsel,
202-418-5313, krobbins@cftc.gov,
Three Lafayette Centre, 1155 21st Street
NW., Washington, DC 20581.

Office of the Chief Economist:
Stephen Kane, Research Economist,
202-418-5911, skane@cftc.gov, Three
Lafayette Centre, 1155 21st Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20581.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

On October 30, 2013, the Commission
amended Regulation 1.22 to enhance the
safety of funds deposited by customers
with FCMs as margin for futures
transactions.! The amendments require
an FCM to maintain its own capital
(hereinafter referred to as the FCM’s
“Residual Interest”) in customer
segregated accounts in an amount equal
to or greater than its customers’
aggregate undermargined amounts.2 The
Commission established a phased-in
compliance schedule for Regulation
1.22 with an initial Residual Interest
Deadline of 6:00 p.m. Eastern Time on
the date of the settlement referenced in
Regulation 1.22(c)(2)(i) or (c)(4) (the
“Settlement Date”), beginning
November 14, 2014.3 Amended
Regulation 1.22 also directs staff to host
a public roundtable and publish a report
for public comment by May 16, 2016
addressing, to the extent information is
practically available, the practicability
(for both FCMs and customers) of
moving the Residual Interest Deadline
from 6:00 p.m. Eastern Time on the
Settlement Date, to the time of
settlement or to some other time of day.*
Furthermore, amended Regulation 1.22
provides that, absent Commission
action, the phased-in compliance period
for the Residual Interest Deadline
automatically terminates on December
31, 2018.5 In the case of such automatic
termination, the Residual Interest
Deadline would change to the time of
settlement on the Settlement Date.

II. The Proposal

On November 3, 2014, the
Commission proposed to revise
Regulation 1.22 to remove the December
31, 2018 automatic termination of the
phase-in compliance period.® In the
NPRM, the Commission stated the
intention to retain the Residual Interest

1Enhancing Protections Afforded Customers and
Customer Funds Held by Futures Commission
Merchants and Derivatives Clearing Organizations,
Final Rule, 78 FR 68506 (Nov. 14, 2013) (amending
17 CFR parts 1, 3, 22, 30 and 140).

2 See 17 CFR 1.22(c)(3)(i). As defined in
Regulation 1.22(c)(1), a customer’s account is
“undermargined,” when the value of the customer
funds for a customer’s account is less than the total
amount of collateral required by derivatives
clearing organizations for that account’s contracts.
See 78 FR 68513, n.30.

3 See 17 CFR 1.22(c)(5)(ii); See 78 FR at 68578.

4 See 17 CFR 1.22(c)(5)(iii)(A).

5 See 17 GFR 1.22(c)(5)(iii)(C).

6 Residual Interest Deadline for Futures
Commission Merchants, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, 79 FR 68148 (Nov. 14, 2014)
(amending 17 CFR part 1).
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Deadline 7 at 6 p.m. Eastern Time,
unless the Commission takes further
action via rulemaking.

In the NPRM, the Commission stated
that the removal of the automatic
termination of the phase-in compliance
period would provide the Commission
with a greater degree of flexibility to
assess all relevant data, including the
costs and benefits of revising the
Residual Interest Deadline. The
Commission also retained in Regulation
1.22 the requirement for Commission
staff to publish for public comment a
report addressing the practicability and
costs and benefits of revising the
Residual Interest Deadline, and the
additional requirement for Commission
staff to conduct a public roundtable on
the issue.

The Commission invited comments
on all aspects of the amendments,
particularly those regarding the
practicability and costs and benefits of
revising the Residual Interest Deadline.

III. Comments and Response

The Commission received ten
comments on the NPRM. The comments
were submitted by the Futures Industry
Association (“FIA”’), CME Group
(“CME”), National Futures Association
(“NFA”), National Introducing Brokers
Association (“NIBA”), Managed Funds
Association (“MFA”), Coalition of
National Producers and Agribusiness
(“Agribusiness Coalition’’),8 National
Grain and Feed Association (“NGFA”),
National Council of Farmer
Cooperatives (“NCFC”’), the Honorable
Heidi Heitkamp, United States Senate,
and Chris Barnard.® All ten comments
supported the proposed amendments.

The FIA and its member firms
supported the amendments, stating their
willingness to participate in the study
and citing concerns that a residual
interest deadline earlier than 6:00 p.m.
Eastern Time on the Settlement Date
might impose significant financial and
operational burdens on both customers
and FCMs. The NFA encouraged the
Commission to consider industry
comment on the timing and parameters
of the study to ensure the Commission

7 See 17 CFR 1.22(c)(3)(1). The term “Residual
Interest Deadline” is defined in Regulation
1.22(c)(5). If an FCM is required to increase its
Residual Interest as a result of customer
undermargined accounts, the FCM must deposit
additional funds into the customer segregated
accounts by the specified Residual Interest
Deadline.

8 The Commission received two comment letters
filed by the Coalition of National Producers and
Agribusiness. The second comment letter was
identical to the first with the exception of an
amendment adding two additional signatories.

9The comments are available on the
Commission’s Web site, http://comments.cftc.gov/
PublicComments/CommentList.aspx?id=1537.

has the most complete information
available. The NIBA, NCFC, NGFA,
Agribusiness Goalition, and MFA added
that an earlier Residual Interest
Deadline could force the pre-funding of
margin by FCMs, in turn causing
increased operational costs on FCMs
and their customers, which could result
in the possible exit of certain customers
from the marketplace. Senator Heitkamp
also supported the proposed
amendments and stated that the rule
would provide end users with the
certainty they need to run their
businesses.

All commenters supported the
position that any future revisions
should be done through separate
rulemaking. The FIA and CME further
stated that the opportunity to provide
input on the setting of the Residual
Interest Deadline was something
consistent with the goals of, if not
required by, the Administrative
Procedure Act. Chris Barnard asked for
certainty on the proposed retention of
the existing deadline absent further
Commission rulemaking, stating that
such a requirement is open-ended.

The Commission has considered the
comments and is adopting the
amendments as proposed. Amending
Regulation 1.22 to require the
Commission to conduct a separate
rulemaking prior to revising the
Residual Interest Deadline will provide
market participants with an opportunity
to review and comment on the
Commission’s staff’s roundtable and
public report. The amendments also
provide market participants with an
opportunity to review and to provide
comments, via a rulemaking process, on
any Commission proposed revisions to
the Residual Interest Deadline.

IV. Cost-Benefit Considerations

Section 15(a) of the Commodity
Exchange Act (“CEA”) requires the
Commission to consider the costs and
benefits of its actions before
promulgating a regulation under the
CEA or issuing certain orders.10 Section
15(a) further specifies that the costs and
benefits shall be evaluated in light of
five broad areas of market and public
concern: (1) Protection of market
participants and the public; (2)
efficiency, competitiveness, and
financial integrity of futures markets; (3)
price discovery; (4) sound risk
management practices; and (5) other
public interest considerations. The
Commission considers the costs and
benefits resulting from its discretionary

107 U.S.C. 19(a).

determinations with respect to the
section 15(a) factors.

As noted in the NPRM, the status quo
baseline with which the costs and
benefits are compared is the Residual
Interest Deadline of 6:00 p.m. Eastern
Time on the Settlement Date, which
would apply until the Commission takes
further action or, in the absence of
further action, until December 31, 2018.
The status quo baseline includes the
automatic termination of the phase-in
compliance period at December 31,
2018, which, absent Commission action,
would move the Residual Interest
Deadline to the time of settlement
referenced in Regulation 1.22(c)(2)(i), or
as appropriate, 1.22(c)(4).

As also noted in the NPRM, the status
quo baseline is similar to this final
rulemaking and, as such, the
Commission believes that there is not
likely to be any material differences
between this final rulemaking and the
status quo baseline in terms of the first
four section 15(a) factors. The
Commission notes that the amendments
will alter the procedure followed with
regard to the removal of the automatic
termination of the phase-in period,
which could alter the cost and benefit
with respect to the fifth section 15(a)
factor. The Commission specifically
invited comment on the cost and benefit
implications related to the fifth section
15(a) factor (“‘other public interest
considerations’’). However, the
Commission received no comments that
contained any quantitative data
regarding the monetary value of any
public interest considerations. As such,
the Commission has considered the fifth
section 15(a) factor qualitatively.

All commenters supported the
termination of the automatic phase-in
compliance period. The CME stated that
removing the automatic moving of the
residual interest deadline will allow
impacted market participants, including
customers and FCMs, to provide
comments on any proposed rule change
that results from the study. In addition,
the FIA stated the adoption of the
amendment will also afford the
Commission the opportunity to
carefully consider the results of the staff
study without being bound by an
unnecessary deadline.

The Commission agrees with
commenters that a separate rulemaking
prior to revising the Residual Interest
Deadline will afford the public an
opportunity to participate in any future
decision-making concerning any
possible movement of the Residual
Interest Deadline. The termination of
the automatic phase-in compliance
period will grant the Commission more
opportunity to consider the study and
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the public roundtable, as well as an
opportunity to receive and evaluate
additional public comment on any
proposed rule change.

V. Related Matters

A. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act
(“RFA”)11 requires Federal agencies, in
promulgating regulations, to consider
the impact of those regulations on small
entities. The Commission has
previously established certain
definitions of “small entities” to be used
by the Commission in evaluating the
impact of its rules on small entities in
accordance with the RFA.12 The final
amendments would affect FCMs. The
Commission previously has determined
that FCMs are not small entities for
purposes of the RFA, and, thus, the
requirements of the RFA do not apply
to FCMs.13 The Commission’s
determination was based, in part, upon
the obligation of FCMs to meet the
minimum financial requirements
established by the Commission to
enhance the protection of customers’
segregated funds and protect the
financial condition of FCMs generally.14
Accordingly, the Chairman, on behalf of
the Commission, hereby certifies
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b) that the final
amendments will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act
(“PRA”) provides that a Federal agency
may not conduct or sponsor, and a
person is not required to respond to, a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid control
number issued by the Office of
Management and Budget (“OMB”’). This
rulemaking amends requirements that
contain a collection of information for
which the Commission has previously
received a control number from OMB.
The title for this collection of
information is “Regulations and Forms
Pertaining to Financial Integrity of the
Market Place, OMB control number
3038-0024". This collection of
information is not expected to be
impacted by the rule amendment
approved herein, as the calculations
which are already reflected in the
burden estimate are not expected to
change; the phase-in period for
assessing compliance relative to such
calculations is the sole aspect of the
collection of information that will be

115 U.S.C. 601 et seq.

1247 FR 18618 (Apr. 30, 1982).
13]d. at 18619.
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altered. The PRA burden hours
associated with this collection of
information are therefore not expected
to be increased or reduced as a result of
the final amendments.

Accordingly, for purposes of the PRA,
these final rule amendments would not
impose any new reporting or
recordkeeping requirements.

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 1

Brokers, Commodity futures,
Consumer protection, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission amends 17 CFR
part 1 as set forth below:

PART 1—GENERAL REGULATIONS
UNDER THE COMMODITY EXCHANGE
ACT

m 1. The authority citation for part 1
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1a, 2, 5, 6, 6a, 6b, 6¢,
6d, 6e, 6f, 6g, 6h, 61, 6k, 61, 6m, 61, 60, 6P,
6r, 6s, 7, 7a=1, 7a—2, 7b, 7b-3, 8, 9, 10a, 12,
12a, 12¢, 13a, 13a—1, 16, 16a, 19, 21, 23, and
24 (2012).

m 2.In § 1.22, revise paragraphs
(c)(5)(iii)(B) and (C) to read as follows:

§1.22 Use of futures customer funds
restricted.
* * * * *

(C] R

(5) N

(111) * x %

(B) Nine months after publication of
the report required by paragraph
(c)(5)(iii)(A) of this section, the
Commission may (but shall not be
required to) do either of the following:

(1) Terminate the phase-in period
through rulemaking, in which case the
phase-in period shall end as of a date
established by a final rule published in
the Federal Register, which date shall
be no less than one year after the date
such rule is published; or

(2) Determine that it is necessary or
appropriate in the public interest to
propose through rulemaking a different
Residual Interest Deadline. In that
event, the Commission shall establish, if
necessary, a phase-in schedule in the
final rule published in the Federal
Register.

(C) If the phase-in schedule has not
been terminated or revised pursuant to
paragraph (c)(5)(iii)(B) of this section,
then the Residual Interest Deadline shall
remain 6:00 p.m. Eastern Time on the
date of the settlement referenced in
paragraph (c)(2)(i) or, as appropriate,
(c)(4) of this section until such time that
the Commission takes further action
through rulemaking.

Issued in Washington, DC, on March 18,
2015, by the Commission.

Christopher J. Kirkpatrick,
Secretary of the Commission.

Note: The following appendices will not
appear in the Code of Federal Regulations.

Appendices to Residual Interest
Deadline for Futures Commission
Merchants—Commission Voting
Summary, Chairman’s Statement, and
Commissioners’ Statements

Appendix 1—Commission Voting
Summary

On this matter, Chairman Massad and
Commissioners Wetjen, Bowen, and
Giancarlo voted in the affirmative. No
Commissioner voted in the negative.

Appendix 2—Statement of Chairman
Timothy G. Massad

Today we are finalizing a change to a rule
that concerns one of the most important
objectives of the Commission, which is to
protect customer funds. In addition, today’s
action reflects one of my key priorities since
taking office, which is to make sure our rules
do not impose undue burdens or unintended
consequences for the nonfinancial
commercial businesses that depend on the
derivatives markets to hedge commercial
risks.

Today’s action concerns Regulation 1.22,
regarding the posting of collateral. When a
customer’s account has insufficient margin, a
futures commission merchant must commit
its own capital—often referred to as the
FCM'’s “residual interest”’—to make up the
difference. Regulation 1.22 sets the deadline
for posting residual interest. That deadline,
in turn, affects when customers must post
collateral. The regulation provided that the
deadline, which is currently 6:00 p.m. on the
next day, would automatically become earlier
in a couple years, without any Commission
action or opportunity for public input.

Last fall, we proposed to amend the rule
so that the FCM’s deadline to post “residual
interest” will not become earlier than 6:00
p-m. without an affirmative Commission
action and an opportunity for public
comment. Today, we are finalizing that
change.

An earlier deadline can help make sure
that FCMs always hold sufficient margin and
do not use one customer’s margin to support
another customer, but it can also impose
costs on customers who must deliver margin
sooner. We will do a study of how well the
current rule and deadline are working, the
practicability of changing the deadline, and
the costs and benefits of any change. Today’s
action will make sure that the Commission
considers all those issues and that customers
will have an opportunity to provide us with
input on any future change the Commission
may consider.

Appendix 3—Statement of
Commissioner Mark P. Wetjen

In the fall of 2013, the Commission made
some important changes to rule 1.22, to
which registered futures commission
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merchants (FCMs) are subject. The revision
to this rule, known as the ‘“‘residual-interest
requirement”, clarified that one customer’s
funds could not be used by an FCM to cover
another customer’s margin deficit, but
phased in a deadline for stricter compliance
with this clarified standard. The change was
designed to reduce risks to those customer
funds placed in the care of FCMs, and were
among a host of regulatory enhancements
adopted by the Commission after two failures
of large, registered FCMs in 2011 and 2012—
MF Global and Peregrine Financial.

I supported those regulatory
enhancements—including the revision to
rule 1.22—because of the importance of the
matter addressed in each: The safekeeping of
customer money, which is the most
sacrosanct duty that any financial institution
owes to its customers. Today, the overall
framework of regulatory requirements that
registered FCMs must comply with is
substantially different today than in 2011.
For example, FCMs are no longer permitted
to use customer funds for in-house lending
through repurchase agreements; they are
subject to restrictions on the types of
securities that customer funds can be
invested in; they must pass on customer
initial margin on a gross basis to the
clearinghouse; through LSOC (legal
segregation with operational comingling)
they must legally segregate cleared swaps
customer collateral on an individual basis;
and they were required to significantly
enhance their supervision of and accounting
for customer funds. As a result, the risks
posed to customers funds stewarded by
FCMs have been significantly reduced.

The recent customer protection
rulemakings all were well intentioned, but
indisputably carried some additional costs
and burdens for both FCMs and their
customers. The analysis was made at the
time, however, that those burdens and costs
were outweighed by the benefits to FCM
customers, especially against the very recent
backdrop of hundreds of millions of dollars
of customer funds having been stolen, or tied
up in a bankruptcy proceeding, for at least a
period of time.

The release before us essentially re-weighs
the cost or burden on one hand, and the
benefit on the other, and comes up with a
slightly different, but well supported,
conclusion regarding the residual-interest
requirement. The costs or burdens revisited
in the release: (1) Uncertainty to the
marketplace invited by a time-of-settlement
compliance deadline that was subject to
future review by the Commission staff, which
suggested a change could come to the
requirements, but might not; and (2) the
anticipated costs to FCMs of having to
finance the funding to top up their
customers’ margin deficits, or the cost to
customers of pre-funding their margin
accounts with FCMs. And the benefit at issue
in the release: The value to an FCM customer
of ensuring that its funds will never be
borrowed by an FCM to cover another
customer’s deficit.

The inherent risk to this common practice
by FCMs is that should an FCM become
insolvent after it posts required margin to the
clearinghouse, but before it collects margin

deficits from all of its customers, the
customers whose funds were used to cover a
deficit might not see those funds again, or
perhaps only after a protracted bankruptcy
proceeding. This practice also is not
technically compliant with how rule 1.22 is
written, which prohibits FCMs from “using,
or permitting the use of, the futures customer
funds of one futures customer to purchase,
margin, or settle the trades, contracts, or
commodity options of, or to secure or extend
the credit of, any person other than such
futures customer.”

This final rule keeps the residual-interest
deadline at the close of business on the day
following the margin-deficit calculation and
eliminates the future deadline of the time of
settlement on the day following the margin-
deficit calculation. The Commission staff is
still required to perform a feasibility study to
determine whether future, more aggressive
residual-interest deadlines would be
desirable.

The comment file overwhelmingly
supported the change in today’s final rule—
in other words, commenters took the view
that the potential costs associated with the
2013 residual-interest rule appear to
outweigh the risk that some of their funds
could be lost in the event their FCM becomes
insolvent after the time of settlement, but
before an FCM collects margin deficits.
Indeed, the risk that an FCM becomes
insolvent during this precise timeframe
without some prior notice to its customers of
financial stress at the FCM is very low.
Notably, many comments supporting this
final rule were filed by FCM customers, the
constituency rule 1.22 is designed to protect,
and who appreciate the aforementioned risk.
The Commission must respect the comment
process and the FCM-customer viewpoint
that today’s rule better balances the cost and
benefits of rule 1.22.

Another relevant factor that supports the
change to rule 1.22 is the risk of
concentration within the FCM community as
a whole, and what that means for the costs
to customers of trading in derivatives and its
related impacts on liquidity in those markets.
The number of registered FCMs has
decreased in recent years, which may make
it more difficult for customers to manage
their risk by limiting their ability to access
the markets, or by making it more difficult for
them to allocate funds between multiple
FCMs to minimize concentration risk.

The results of the public comment process,
when considered in the context of the overall
stronger regulatory framework for FCMs and
the concentration in the FCM community
described above, give me the comfort needed
to support the changes to 1.22 contained in
today’s release.

On the other hand, without the five-year
phase-in period, we might see a reluctance by
the industry to move as swiftly to streamline
margin-collection practices and to take
advantage of any technological solutions that
may be developed. Some recent technology
advances hold the promise to reduce the very
sorts of risks addressed by rule 1.22 by
facilitating real-time margin collection and
settlement. To be sure, those advances would
have been more seriously and expeditiously
tested and—if they demonstrate merit—

embraced without the change to rule 1.22 we
are releasing today. In other words, just as in
2013 when the existing rule was finalized, I
continue to believe that the most costly
solutions for complying with rule 1.22 that
were anticipated by many commenters
should not be the ones ultimately embraced
by the marketplace. Moreover, given
regulatory requirements imposed by other
regulators, today members of the clearing
ecosystem are exploring a variety of solutions
to new compliance and capital burdens that
also would ease and enable stricter
compliance with rule 1.22, thus minimizing
further the likelihood that pre-funding
customer margin accounts with FCMs will
become the preferred solution to compliance.

Finally, I note that a study and roundtable
to review these advancements, and how they
might lower risks and related costs, still are
mandated by law, and I ask the Chairman to
direct staff to move swiftly to comply with
these regulatory requirements so that the
Commission may act appropriately when and
if it needs to. I look forward to continuing to
collaborate with staff and market participants
as we work towards enhancing the safety and
efficiency of our markets.

Appendix 4—Statement of
Commissioner J. Christopher Giancarlo

I support the Commission’s action to
change the residual interest deadline, if
necessary or appropriate, only upon a
Commission rulemaking following a public
comment period. This approach will allow
the Commission to better understand the
market impacts and operational challenges of
moving the residual interest deadline. This
approach is especially important given the
likely negative impacts on smaller futures
commission merchants who provide our
farmers, ranchers and rural producers with
critical risk management services.

I call on the Commission to take the same
deliberative approach to the de minimis
exception to the swap dealer definition so
that the de minimis level does not
automatically adjust from $8 billion to $3
billion, absent a rulemaking with proper
notice and comment. Like today’s proposal,
the Commission should only adjust the de
minimis threshold if necessary or appropriate
after it has considered the data and weighed
public comments.

[FR Doc. 2015-06548 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am|
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ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: On November 19, 2014, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
proposed amending certain reporting
requirements in the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric Steam
Generating Units (Mercury and Air
Toxics Standards (MATS)) rule. This
final rule amends the reporting
requirements in the MATS rule by
temporarily requiring owners or
operators of affected sources to submit
certain required emissions and
compliance reports to the EPA through
the Emissions Collection and
Monitoring Plan System (ECMPS) Client
Tool, and the rule temporarily suspends
the requirement for owners or operators
of affected sources to submit certain
reports using the Compliance and
Emissions Data Reporting Interface
(CEDRI).

DATES: This final rule is effective on
March 24, 2015.

ADDRESSES: The EPA has established a
docket for this action under Docket ID
Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0234. All
documents in the docket are listed on
the www.regulations.gov Web site.
Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available,
e.g., confidential business information
(CBI) or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted material, is not placed on

the Internet and will be publically
available only in hard copy form.
Publicly available docket materials are
available either electronically through
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at
the EPA Docket Center (EPA/DC), EPA
WJC West Building, Room 3334, 1301
Constitution Ave. NW., Washington,
DC. The Public Reading Room is open
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The telephone number for the
Public Reading Room is (202) 566—1744,
and the telephone number for the Air
Docket is (202) 566—1742.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Barrett Parker, Sector Policies and
Programs Division (D243-05), Office of
Air Quality Planning and Standards,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711;
telephone number: (919) 541-5635; fax
number: (919) 541-3207; and email
address: parker.barrett@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Organization of This Document. The
information in this preamble is
organized as follows:

I. Why is the EPA issuing a final rule?
II. Does this final rule apply to me?
III. What are the amendments made by this
final rule?
IV. Public Comments and Responses
A. Support for the Proposed Approach
B. Opposition to the Proposed Approach
C. Other Comments
V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive

Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

B. Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
(UMRA)

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions
Concerning Regulations that
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act (NTTAA)

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations

K. Congressional Review Act (CRA)

I. Why is the EPA issuing a final rule?

The EPA is finalizing its proposed
rule with revisions, and this final rule
replaces the existing requirements that
became effective on January 5, 2015,
pursuant to a direct final rule published
on November 19, 2014. See 79 FR 68840
and 79 FR 68795. We also respond to
comments in this final rule. See 79 FR
68796.

II. Does this final rule apply to me?

Categories and entities potentially
regulated by this final rule include:

Category NAICS Code? Examples of Regulated Entities
INAUSTIY o 221112 | Fossil fuel-fired electric steam generating units.
Federal government2 ..o 221122 | Fossil fuel-fired electric steam generating units owned by the
federal government.
State/local/tribal government2 ............cccccciiiienienienenese e 221122 | Fossil fuel-fired electric steam generating units owned by
states, tribes or municipalities.
921150 | Fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam generating units in Indian
country.

1North American Industry Classification System.
2Federal, state or local government-owned and operated establishments are classified according to the activity in which they are engaged.

This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
regulated by this final rule. To
determine whether your facility would
be regulated by this final rule, you
should examine the applicability
criteria in 40 CFR 63.9981. If you have
any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a
particular entity, consult either the air
permitting authority for the entity or
your EPA regional representative as
listed in 40 CFR 63.13.

III. What are the amendments made by
this final rule?

This final rule amends the reporting
requirements in 40 CFR 63.10031(f) of
the MATS rule at 40 CFR part 63,
subpart UUUUU. The final MATS rule
required affected sources to submit
certain MATS emissions and
compliance information electronically,
using either the CEDRI or the ECMPS
Client Tool. The EPA developed these
two systems prior to the MATS rule for
the electronic submittal of emissions
data from many source categories.
CEDRI is currently used by owners or
operators of sources regulated under 40

CFR part 60 and 40 CFR part 63 to
submit performance test reports and
other air emissions reports. ECMPS is
used to report emissions data under the
Clean Air Act title IV Acid Rain
Program and other programs that are
required to continuously monitor and
report emissions according to 40 CFR
part 75. These two systems have
enhanced the way source owners and
operators report emissions data to the
EPA by providing a streamlined and
standardized electronic approach.
Subsequent to publication of the
MATS rule, stakeholders commented
that we could improve the reporting
efficiency of the MATS rule by requiring
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all data to be reported to one system
instead of two. Stakeholders also
commented that one system could
benefit the EPA and the public in the
review of data submitted by setting one
consistent format for all data reported
through MATS. Further, because the
vast majority of sources covered under
the MATS rule have been using the
ECMPS Client Tool since 2009, the
stakeholders have encouraged the EPA
to consider consolidating the electronic
reporting under ECMPS.

We agree that requiring reporting to
one system will increase the efficiency
of reporting and facilitate review of
reported data. For these reasons, the
agency is beginning the process of
consolidating the submission of
electronic reports required under the
MATS rule to one system—the ECMPS
Client Tool. This final rule is the first
step in the process. The next step is for
the EPA to create a detailed set of
reporting instructions and design,
develop, beta-test and implement the
necessary modifications to the ECMPS
Client Tool; however, the EPA cannot
complete the second step prior to April
16, 2015, the compliance deadline for
the MATS rule. Therefore, we are
implementing a phased approach to
completing the change in the electronic
reporting requirements.

This final rulemaking completes the
first step in the agency’s plan by
removing the requirement to submit
MATS compliance reports to CEDRI and
requiring source owners or operators to
use the ECMPS Client Tool to submit
Portable Document Format (PDF)
versions of the reports that the current
MATS rule requires to be submitted
using CEDRI. As stated above, this
interim step is necessary because the
ECMPS Client Tool is not currently
programmed to accept the reports that
the MATS rule required sources to
submit to CEDRI. The specific reports
that must be submitted in PDF format
include: Quarterly and annual
performance stack test reports; 30- (or
90-) boiler operating day mercury (Hg)
Low Emitting EGU (Electric Generating
Unit) (LEE) test reports; Relative
Accuracy Test Audits (RATA) reports
for sulfur dioxide, hydrogen chloride,
hydrogen fluoride, and Hg monitors;
Relative Calibration Audit (RCA) and
Relative Response Audit (RRA) reports
for particulate matter (PM) continuous
emissions monitoring system (CEMS);
30-boiler operating day rolling average
reports for PM CEMS, PM continuous
parameter monitoring system (CPMS),
and approved hazardous air pollutants
(HAP) metals CEMS; and semiannual
compliance reports. Reports for the
performance stack tests, Hg LEE tests,

RATAs, RRAs and RCAs typically
include a description of the source, the
test date(s), a list of attendees, a test
protocol, a summary of results, raw field
data, and example calculations, and,
depending on the method(s) used, may
also include the results of sample
analyses, quality-assurance information
(e.g., leak, bias and drift checks), and
instrument calibrations and calibration
gas certificates. This final rule does not
alter the due dates for any report
submittals contained in the final MATS
rule. See 40 CFR part 63, subpart
uuuuu.

The EPA recognized that submitting
electronic PDF reports is not as
desirable as reporting the data in
extensible markup language (XML)
format, because the information in a
PDF report cannot easily be extracted
and put in a database format. In view of
this, we plan to promulgate an
additional data reporting revision to the
MATS rule in the second part of our
phased approach. In this second part,
we plan to develop another rulemaking
that requires affected source owners or
operators to submit the data elements
required in the rule in a structured XML
format using the ECMPS Client Tool,
which is already in use. The second part
of our phased approach will complete
the process of conversion of the
electronic reporting of data using the
ECMPS Client Tool, and the MATS rule
will be revised to specify all of the
required XML data elements for each
type of report. We also plan to develop
a detailed set of reporting instructions
for each report and to modify ECMPS
accordingly, in order to be able to
receive and process the data submitted.

In the event we are unable to finalize
the rulemaking for the second part of
our phased approach for electronic
reporting conversion by April 16, 2017,
the reporting requirements established
in this final rule will revert
automatically to the original
requirements set forth in the final
MATS rulemaking published on
February 16, 2012 (77 FR 9303). This
trigger is necessary to ensure that the
data submitted in the future is
consistent with the database
accessibility that is associated with
information reported in structured XML
formats even if the second rulemaking
cannot be finalized. Accordingly, this
rulemaking includes a date of April 16,
2017, to complete the second part of our
phased approach for electronic
reporting conversion to the ECMPS
Client Tool. The EPA intends to revoke
this requirement once the final
conversion to the ECMPS Client Tool is
complete.

IV. Public Comments and Responses

The direct final and parallel proposed
rules received comments from nine
persons—two members of the public,
one state government representative,
four EGU owners or operators and two
EGU industry representatives.

A. Support for the Proposed Approach

Most commenters expressed support
for the planned two phased approach
for merging the electronic reporting
systems, as well as the revisions to
allow temporary submission of MATS
rule emissions and compliance reports
through the ECMPS Client Tool and
suspension of mandatory submission of
certain reports using the CEDRI.
Commenters recognized the benefits
afforded by the proposed approach,
noting that through the use of the
transition period, the agency will be
able to obtain the necessary information
to assure compliance while
simultaneously developing final
reporting formats and infrastructure for
XML reporting. Commenters agree that
consolidating all reporting requirements
through one system will streamline and
simplify requirements, making reporting
more efficient and user-friendly,
improve the quality of reported
emissions data and enable the agency to
track compliance effectively. We
reviewed and considered these
comments and are finalizing the
proposed rule, with minor revisions, to
implement the first part of our phased
approach to merge all MATS rule
electronic reporting into the ECMPS
Client Tool.

B. Opposition to the Proposed Approach

One commenter, a state government
representative, opposed the provisions
of the proposed rule on two grounds: (1)
The commenter alleges the rule did not
contain a requirement for EGU owners
or operators to submit full stack test
reports; and (2) the commenter indicates
that it is improper to include a
temporary suspension of the
requirement to use the electronic
reporting tool (ERT) in preparing and
submitting stack test reports
electronically.

With regard to the first item, the EPA
maintains that the proposed rule did
include a requirement to submit
complete performance test reports
during the interim period. In the
proposed rule, the EPA stated that stack
test reports were required to be
submitted during the transition period:
“. . . (t)he specific reports that must be
submitted in PDF format include:
Quarterly and annual performance stack
testreports. . .” and ““. . . (r)eports for
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the performance stack tests . . .
typically include a description of the
source, the test date(s), a list of
attendees, a test protocol, a summary of
results, raw field data, and example
calculations, and, depending on the
method(s) used, may also include the
results of sample analyses, quality-
assurance information (e.g., bias and
drift checks), instrument calibrations,
and calibration gas certificates . . .” (79
FR 68797). Other commenters agreed
with the EPA’s view of the requirements
while some believed that the
requirement to submit the test reports
was only triggered upon request by the
permitting authority. To address any
ambiguity on this issue, we are revising
the proposed rule and expressly
requiring submission of emissions test
reports in the final rule.

With regard to the second item, we
agree with the state representative who
commented that . . . (s)ubmittal of
stack test reports using ERT will allow
(regulatory agencies) to independently
verify emissions calculations without
having to re-enter data into separate
spreadsheets for re-calculation. ERT
does the calculations and can include
all raw field and laboratory data as
attachments . . ..” These are among the
reasons we mandated use of the ERT in
both the Information Collection Request
and the MATS rule. Moreover, we agree
with the state representative that the
“. . . ERT can generate a full PDF report
that could be submitted to ECMPS with
minimal effort. . ..” Indeed, we
maintain that using the “one-touch”
ERT feature to create PDF versions of
ERT-developed reports is the easiest
way to meet the interim electronic
reporting requirements. However, at the
present time, the ERT does not support
every MATS rule-related test method,
quality assurance approach or
performance specification (PS), e.g.,
RCA or RRA for PM CEMS and PS-11
for PM CEMS. Moreover, despite the
efficiency and ease of using the “one-
touch” capability of the ERT for the
majority of MATS rule related test
methods, quality assurance approaches
or PS, the ERT is not the sole means of
developing PDF versions of required
reports. We considered requiring EGU
owners or operators to use the ERT’s
PDF creation feature for those reports
that can be developed through the
current version of the ERT, but decided
against it for concerns that mandated
use of two separate systems during the
interim period could be inefficient.
While we believe many EGU owners or
operators will choose to use the ERT’s
cost-effective PDF creation approach

when possible, the rule does not require
its use.

C. Other Comments

Even though comments on the
proposed rule were to be limited to
issues directly associated with the
electronic reporting changes covered in
40 CFR 63.10031, commenters provided
other comments. One industry
representative sought assurance that
under the interim rule, EGU owners or
operators could use self-generated forms
that included relevant information per
the aforementioned preamble language
(79 CFR 68797), going on to assert that
the only formatting specification is that
the reports be submitted in PDF format.
The industry representative expressed
support for the proposed rule if those
assertions were correct. Commenters are
correct, provided the necessary
information is included in a reasonable
manner to allow review in the electronic
PDF versions of the reports.

Industry commenters also opposed
the proposed rule to the extent it
required EGU owners or operators to use
the ERT or CEDRI forms to create the
reports that will be submitted in PDF
format, believing that the rule revision
would not provide any relief if their
understanding were correct. While we
disagree with the commenters’ views
that using the ERT or CEDRI to create
PDF versions of reports or forms would
not provide relief, the rule neither
requires nor prohibits during the
interim period preparation or
submission of PDF reports or forms
using the ERT or CEDRI. We also note
that the current versions of the ERT or
CEDRI do support notice of compliance
(NOC) status reporting and the majority
of MATS rule-related test methods,
quality assurance approaches and PS,
including all associated requisite
calculations and validations. For this
reason, the commenters’ concerns are
misplaced.

Industry commenters also commented
that some in the regulated community
might be confused over the reporting
requirements and misinterpret the
provisions such that only PDF versions
of ERT or CEDRI generated reports or
forms would be allowed for submission
during the interim period. Both
commenters suggested we provide
guidance, or, if necessary, additional
rule language after the first sentence of
40 CFR 63.10031(f)(6), to clarify the role
of the ERT and CEDRI for data submittal
during the interim reporting phase. We
considered these comments and decided
that such guidance or rule language is
unnecessary, as the ERT is not required
to be used during the interim period.
With regard to reporting requirements

during the transition period, as
mentioned earlier, the use of the CEDRI
to submit reports to our WebFIRE
database will be suspended, the
information that would have been
reported through the CEDRI must be
submitted to the ECMPS in PDF format
and the deadline for submitting reports
remains unchanged. We will make the
necessary adjustments to the ECMPS to
enable the PDF reports to be submitted.
Note that submission of a PDF version
of a test report during this interim
period is sufficient, provided that the
test report contains sufficient
information to assess compliance and to
determine whether the testing has been
done properly.

One commenter expressed concern
with using the ERT and CEDRI in the
interim period because, in his view,
those platforms are not capable of
accepting certain MATS reports, such as
NOC status reports and 30-boiler
operating day averages from PM CEMS.
Moreover, the commenter believes using
the ERT would be inefficient because, in
his view, it was not designed to handle
MATS rule data, such as those from PS—
11, RCAs and RRAs. Finally, the
commenter believes the usefulness of
ERT collected data is limited because, in
his view, the ERT neither performs the
requisite calculations for quality
assurance tests nor validates test results
in accordance with method acceptance
criteria. As stated above, the rule neither
requires nor prohibits during the
interim period preparation or
submission of PDF reports or forms
using the ERT or CEDRI. We also note
that the current versions of the ERT or
CEDRI do support NOC status reporting
and the majority of MATS rule related
test methods, quality assurance
approaches and PS, including all
associated requisite calculations and
validations. While not a part of this
rulemaking, we soon expect the ERT
will be able to handle all of the
remaining MATS rule related test
methods, quality assurance approaches
and PS, which will be important if the
agency does not complete the revisions
to the ECMPS. In addition, we expect
the ECMPS Client Tool to be revised to
accept all MATS rule related electronic
reporting during the second part of our
phased approach such that the ECMPS
will be the sole means for providing
MATS reports electronically.

V. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

Additional information about these
statutes and Executive Orders can be
found at http://www2.epa.gov/laws-
regulations/laws-and-executive-orders.
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A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

This action is not a significant
regulatory action and was, therefore, not
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

This action does not impose any new
information collection burden under the
PRA. OMB has previously approved the
information collection activities
contained in the existing regulations
and has assigned OMB control number
2060-0567. The agency believes this
action does not impose an information
collection burden because it does not
change the information collection
requirements.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

I certify that this action will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the RFA. This action will not
impose any requirements on small
entities. This amendment does not
create any new requirements or
burdens, and no costs are associated
with this amendment. See 79 FR 68795
at 68798 (November 19, 2014).

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
(UMRA)

This action does not contain an
unfunded mandate of $100 million or
more as described in UMRA, 2 U.S.C.
1531-1538, and does not significantly or
uniquely affect small governments. The
action imposes no enforceable duty on
any state, local or tribal governments or
the private sector.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

This action does not have federalism
implications. It will not have substantial
direct effects on the states, on the
relationship between the national
government and the states or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

This action does not have tribal
implications, as specified in Executive
Order 13175. The final amendments
impose no requirements on tribal
governments. Thus, Executive Order
13175 does not apply to this action.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

The EPA interprets Executive Order
13045 as applying to those regulatory
actions that concern environmental
health or safety risks that the EPA has
reason to believe may
disproportionately affect children, per
the definition of “covered regulatory
action” in section 2—-202 of the
Executive Order. This action is not
subject to Executive Order 13045
because it does not concern an
environmental health risk or safety risk.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution or Use

This action is not subject to Executive
Order 13211 because it is not a
significant regulatory action under
Executive Order 12866.

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act (NTTAA)

This action does not involve technical
standards.

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

The EPA believes the human health or
environmental risk addressed by this
action will not have potential
disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects
on minority, low-income or indigenous
populations. This action does not affect
the level of protection provided to
human health or the environment. The
final amendments are either
clarifications or alternate, temporary
reporting instructions which will
neither increase nor decrease
environmental protection.

K. Congressional Review Act (CRA)

This action is subject to the CRA, and
the EPA will submit a rule report to
each House of the Congress and to the
Comptroller General of the United
States. This action is not a “major rule”
as defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Air pollution control, Intergovernmental
relations, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 9, 2015.

Gina McCarthy,
Administrator.

For the reasons stated in the

preamble, title 40, chapter I, of the Code

of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSIONS
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE
CATEGORIES

m 1. The authority citation for part 63
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Subpart UUUUU-National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants: Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric
Steam Generating Units

m 2. Section 63.10031 is amended by:

m a. Revising the first sentence in each

of the following paragraphs: (f)

introductory text, (f)(1), (2), and (4); and

m b. Revising paragraphs (f)(5) and (6).
The revisions read as follows:

§63.10031 What reports must | submit and
when?
* * * * *

(f) On or after April 16, 2017, within
60 days after the date of completing
each performance test, you must submit
the performance test reports required by
this subpart to EPA’s WebFIRE database
by using the Compliance and Emissions
Data Reporting Interface (CEDRI) that is
accessed through EPA’s Central Data
Exchange (CDX) (www.epa.gov/cdx).

(1) On or after April 16, 2017, within
60 days after the date of completing
each CEMS (SO», PM, HCI, HF, and Hg)
performance evaluation test, as defined
in § 63.2 and required by this subpart,
you must submit the relative accuracy
test audit (RATA) data (or, for PM
CEMS, RCA and RRA data) required by
this subpart to EPA’s WebFIRE database
by using CEDRI that is accessed through
EPA’s CDX (www.epa.gov/cdx). * * *

(2) On or after April 16, 2017, fora
PM CEMS, PM CPMS, or approved
alternative monitoring using a HAP
metals CEMS, within 60 days after the
reporting periods ending on March 31st,
June 30th, September 30th, and
December 31st, you must submit
quarterly reports to EPA’s WebFIRE
database by using the CEDRI that is
accessed through EPA’s CDX
(www.epa.gov/cdx). * * *

(4) On or after April 16, 2017, submit
the compliance reports required under
paragraphs (c) and (d) of this section
and the notification of compliance
status required under § 63.10030(e) to
EPA’s WebFIRE database by using the
CEDRI that is accessed through EPA’s
CDX (www.epa.gov/cdx). * * *

(5) All reports required by this
subpart not subject to the requirements
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in paragraphs (f) introductory text and
(f)(1) through (4) of this section must be
sent to the Administrator at the
appropriate address listed in § 63.13. If
acceptable to both the Administrator
and the owner or operator of an EGU,
these reports may be submitted on
electronic media. The Administrator
retains the right to require submittal of
reports subject to paragraphs (f)
introductory text and (f)(1) through (4)
of this section in paper format.

(6) Prior to April 16, 2017, all reports
subject to electronic submittal in
paragraphs (f) introductory text, (f)(1),
(2), and (4) shall be submitted to the
EPA at the frequency specified in those
paragraphs in electronic portable
document format (PDF) using the
ECMPS Client Tool. Each PDF version
of a submitted report must include
sufficient information to assess
compliance and to demonstrate that the
testing was done properly. The
following data elements must be entered
into the ECMPS Client Tool at the time
of submission of each PDF file:

(i) The facility name, physical
address, mailing address (if different
from the physical address), and county;

(ii) The ORIS code (or equivalent ID
number assigned by EPA’s Clean Air
Markets Division (CAMD)) and the
Facility Registry System (FRS) ID;

(iii) The EGU (or EGUs) to which the
report applies. Report the EGU IDs as
they appear in the CAMD Business
System;

(iv) If any of the EGUs in paragraph
(f)(6)(iii) of this section share a common
stack, indicate which EGUs share the
stack. If emissions data are monitored
and reported at the common stack
according to part 75 of this chapter,
report the ID number of the common
stack as it is represented in the
electronic monitoring plan required
under § 75.53 of this chapter;

(v) If any of the EGUs described in
paragraph (f)(6)(iii) of this section are in
an averaging plan under §63.10009,
indicate which EGUs are in the plan and
whether it is a 30- or 90-day averaging
plan;

(vi) The identification of each
emission point to which the report
applies. An “emission point” is a point
at which source effluent is released to
the atmosphere, and is either a
dedicated stack that serves one of the
EGUs identified in paragraph (f)(6)(iii)
of this section or a common stack that
serves two or more of those EGUs. To
identify an emission point, associate it
with the EGU or stack ID in the CAMD
Business system or the electronic
monitoring plan (e.g., “Unit 2 stack,”
“common stack CS001,” or “multiple
stack MS001”’);

(vii) The rule citation (e.g.,
§63.10031(f)(1), §63.10031(f)(2), etc.)
for which the report is showing
compliance;

(viii) The pollutant(s) being addressed
in the report;

(ix) The reporting period being
covered by the report (if applicable);

(x) The relevant test method that was
performed for a performance test (if
applicable);

(xi) The date the performance test was
conducted (if applicable); and

(xii) The responsible official’s name,
title, and phone number.

* * * * *
[FR Doc. 2015-06152 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 721
[EPA-HQ-OPPT-2014-0702; FRL-9924-09]
RIN 2070-AB27

Revocation of Significant New Uses of

Metal Salts of Complex Inorganic
Oxyacids

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is revoking the
significant new use rule (SNUR)
promulgated under section 5(a)(2) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
for two chemical substances that were
identified generically as metal salts of
complex inorganic oxyacids, which
were the subject of premanufacture
notices (PMNs) P-89-576 and P—-89—
577. EPA issued a SNUR based on a
TSCA section 5(e) consent order
designating certain activities as
significant new uses. EPA has received
test data for the chemical substances
and is revoking the SNUR.

DATES: This final rule is effective May
26, 2015.

ADDRESSES: The docket for this action,
identified by docket identification (ID)
number EPA-HQ-OPPT-2014-0702, is
available at http://www.regulations.gov
or at the Office of Pollution Prevention
and Toxics Docket (OPPT Docket),
Environmental Protection Agency
Docket Center (EPA/DC), West William
Jefferson Clinton Bldg., Rm. 3334, 1301
Constitution Ave. NW., Washington,
DC. The Public Reading Room is open
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The telephone number for the
Public Reading Room is (202) 566—1744,
and the telephone number for the OPPT

Docket is (202) 566—-0280. Please review
the visitor instructions and additional
information about the docket available
at http://www.epa.gov/dockets.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
technical information contact: Jim
Alwood, Chemical Control Division,
Office of Pollution Prevention and
Toxics, Environmental Protection
Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW.,
Washington, DC 20460-0001; telephone
number: 202 564—8974; email address:
alwood.jim@epa.gov.

For general information contact: The
TSCA-Hotline, ABVI-Goodwill, 422
South Clinton Ave., Rochester, NY
14620; telephone number: (202) 554—
1404; email address: TSCA-Hotline@
epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Does this action apply to me?

You may be potentially affected by
this action if you manufacture
(including import), process, or use the
chemical substances contained in this
rule. Potentially affected entities may
include, but are not limited to:

e Manufacturers or processors of the
chemical substances (NAICS codes 325
and 324110), e.g., chemical
manufacturing and petroleum refineries.

This listing is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
affected by this action. Other types of
entities not listed in this unit could also
be affected. The North American
Industrial Classification System
(NAICS) codes have been provided to
assist you and others in determining
whether this action might apply to
certain entities. To determine whether
you or your business may be affected by
this action, you should carefully
examine the applicability provisions in
§721.5. If you have any questions
regarding the applicability of this action
to a particular entity, consult the
technical person listed under FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.

This action may also affect certain
entities through pre-existing import
certification and export notification
rules under TSCA. Chemical importers
are subject to the TSCA section 13 (15
U.S.C. 2612) import certification
requirements promulgated at 19 CFR
12.118 through 12.127 and 19 CFR
127.28. Chemical importers must certify
that the shipment of the chemical
substance complies with all applicable
rules and orders under TSCA. Importers
of chemicals subject to a SNUR must
certify their compliance with the SNUR
requirements. The EPA policy in
support of import certification appears
at 40 CFR part 707, subpart B. Importers
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of the chemical, the subject of this
action, would no longer be required to
certify compliance with the SNUR
requirements if the revocation becomes
effective. In addition, if this proposed
SNUR revocation becomes effective,
persons who export or intend to export
the chemical that is the subject of this
action would no longer be subject to the
TSCA section 12(b)(15 U.S.C. 2611(b)
export notification requirements at 40
CFR part 707, that are currently
triggered by the SNUR.

II. Background
A. What action is the Agency taking?

In the Federal Register of December
17, 2014 (79 FR 75111) (FRL-9919-93),
EPA proposed a revocation of the SNUR
at 40 CFR 721.4680 for the chemical
substances identified generically as
metal salts of complex inorganic
oxyacids (PMNs P-89-576 and P-89-
577). This SNUR designated certain
activities as significant new uses based
on a TSCA section 5(e) consent order for
the PMNs that was issued under TSCA
sections 5(e)(1)(A)(i), and
5(e)(1)(A)(ii)(II) based on a finding that
the substances may be produced in
substantial quantities and there may be
significant (or substantial) human
exposure to the substances.
Subsequently, a manufacturer of the
PMN substances petitioned EPA to
revoke the SNUR based on the results of
the submitted acute dermal study, a 28-
day oral toxicity study, and
mutagenicity study for P-89-576. Based
on the results of the testing, EPA
determined that both substances have
inherently low toxicity. EPA received
one comment to the proposed SNUR
revocation supporting the finding that
the PMN substances have low toxicity.
EPA is now revoking the SNUR
pursuant to 40 CFR 721.185.

B. What is the Agency’s authority for
taking this action?

Upon conclusion of the review for
P-89-576 and P-89-577 in 1990, EPA
designated certain activities as
significant new uses based on a TSCA
section 5(e) consent order for the PMNs
that was issued under TSCA sections
5(e)(1)(A)(i), and 5(e)(1)(A)(i1)(II) based
on a finding that the substances may be
produced in substantial quantities and
there may be significant (or substantial)
human exposure to the substances.
Under § 721.185, EPA may at any time
revoke a SNUR for a chemical substance
which has been added to subpart E of
40 CFR part 721 if EPA makes one of the
determinations set forth in
§721.185(a)(1) through (a)(6).
Revocation may occur on EPA’s

initiative or in response to a written
request. Under § 721.185(b)(3), if EPA
concludes that a SNUR should be
revoked, the Agency will propose the
changes in the Federal Register, briefly
describe the grounds for the action, and
provide interested parties an
opportunity to comment.

EPA has determined that the criteria
set forth in § 721.185(a)(6) have been
satisfied for the chemical substances,
proposed the SNUR revocation, and
received a public comment supporting
the SNUR revocation; therefore, EPA is
revoking the SNUR for these chemical
substances. The significant new use
notification and the recordkeeping
requirements at 40 CFR 721.4680 will
terminate when the SNUR revocation
becomes effective. In addition, export
notification under TSCA section 12(b)
and 40 CFR part 707, subpart D
triggered by the SNUR will no longer be
required.

III. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

This rule will revoke or eliminate an
existing regulatory requirement and
does not contain any new or amended
requirements. As such, the Agency has
determined that this SNUR revocation
would not have any adverse impacts,
economic or otherwise.

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has exempted these types of
regulatory actions from review under
Executive Order 12866, entitled
Regulatory Planning and Review (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993). This rule does
not contain any information collections
subject to approval under the Paperwork
Reduction Act (PRA), (44 U.S.C.3501 et
seq.). Since this rule eliminates a
reporting requirement, the Agency
certifies pursuant to section 605(b) of
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) (5
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), that this SNUR
revocation will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

For the same reasons, this action does
not require any action under Title II of
the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995 (UMRA) (Pub. L. 104—4). This rule
has neither Federalism implications,
because it will not have substantial
direct effects on States, on the
relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132 entitled
Federalism (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999), nor Tribal implications, because
it will not have substantial direct effects
on one or more Indian Tribes, on the
relationship between the Federal

Government and Indian Tribes, or on
the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
Government and Indian Tribes, as
specified in Executive Order 13175
entitled Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments (65 FR
67249, November 9, 2000).

This action is not subject to Executive
Order 13045 entitled Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks (62 FR 19885,
April 23, 1997), because this is not an
economically significant regulatory
action as defined under Executive Order
12866, and it does not address
environmental health or safety risks
disproportionately affecting children.
This action is not subject to Executive
Order 1311, entitled Actions Concerning
Regulations That Significantly Affect
Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use (66
FR 28355, May 22, 2001), because this
action is not expected to affect energy
supply, distribution, or use. Because
this action does not involve any
technical standards, section 12(d) of the
National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995 (NTTAA),
Public Law 104-113, section 12(d) (15
U.S.C. 272 note), does not apply to this
action. This action does not involve
special considerations of environmental
justice related issues as required by
Executive Order 12898 entitled Federal
Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations (59 FR 7629,
February 16, 1994).

IV. Congressional Review Act (CRA)

Pursuant to the Congressional Review
Act (5 U.S.C. 801 et seq.), EPA will
submit a report containing this rule and
other required information to the U.S.
Senate, the U.S. House of
Representatives, and the Comptroller
General of the United States prior to
publication of the rule in the Federal
Register. This action is not a “major
rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 721

Environmental protection, Chemicals,
Hazardous substances, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: March 12, 2015.

Maria J. Doa,
Director, Chemical Control Division.

Therefore, 40 CFR chapter I is
amended as follows:

PART 721—[AMENDED]

m 1. The authority citation for part 721
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2604, 2607, and
2625(c).
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§721.4680 [Removed]

m 2. Remove § 721.4680.
[FR Doc. 2015-06474 Filed 3—-23—15; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6560-50—-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

48 CFR Part 970
RIN 1991-AC07

Acquisition Regulation: Technical and
Administrative Changes to Department
of Energy Acquisition Regulation

AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Final rule; technical
amendment.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy
(DOE) is amending the Department of
Energy Acquisition Regulation (DEAR)
to make technical and administrative
changes to the DEAR by changing the
term “Work for Others” to ““Strategic
Partnership Projects” and “WFO” to
“SPP” in every instance where it
appears in the DEAR. This final rule
does not alter substantive rights or
obligations under current law.

DATES: Effective date: April 23, 2015.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lawrence Butler, (202) 287-1945 or
lawrence.butler@hq.doe.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Background
II. Section-by-Section Analysis
III. Procedural Requirements
A. Review Under Executive Order 12866
and 13563.
B. Review Under Executive Order 12988.
C. Review Under the Regulatory Flexibility
Act.
D. Review Under the Paperwork Reduction
Act.
E. Review Under the National
Environmental Policy Act.
F. Review Under Executive Order 13132.
G. Review Under the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995.
H. Review Under the Treasury and General
Government Appropriations Act, 1999.
I. Review Under Executive Order 13211.
J. Review Under the Treasury and General
Government Appropriations Act, 2001.
K. Administrative Procedure Act
L. Congressional Notification
M. Approval by the Office of the Secretary
of Energy.

I. Background

Since July 1991, DOE has officially
used the term “Work for Others” to
describe work performed by its national
laboratories for non-DOE entities,
including other Federal agencies,
universities, and the private sector.
Projects performed under the Work for
Others program provide solutions to
difficult technical challenges vital to

maintaining strong national security and
promoting economic competitiveness.
To better convey the importance of
projects that the laboratories perform for
other entities, DOE has decided to
change the term “Work for Others
(WFO) to “Strategic Partnership Projects
(SPP)”’. The national laboratories/
plants/sites and DOE programs assisted
in determining the new name. This
change will take place immediately and
will be implemented throughout DOE
and its contractor community in the
coming months. None of these changes
are substantive or of a nature to cause
any significant expense for DOE or its
contractors.

II. Section-by-Section Analysis

DOE amends the DEAR as follows:

PART 970-DOE MANAGEMENT
AND OPERATING CONTRACTS

1. Section 970.1707, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects”.

2. Section 970.1707-1, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects’” and
change the title for DOE Order 481.1C.

3. Section 970.1707-2, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects”.

4. Section 970.1707-3, is revised to
change the term ““work for others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects” in both
the title and paragraph (a).

5. Section 970.1707—4, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects”.

6. Section 970.3270, paragraph (a)(6),
is revised to change the term ‘“Work for
others” to ““Strategic Partnership
Projects”.

7. Section 970.3501-2, is revised to
change the number and title for DOE
Order 481.1.

8. Section 970.5217-1, is revised to
change the clause title and date, and
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects”
throughout the clause.

9. Section 970.5227-1, paragraph
(b)(ii), is revised to change the term
“Work for Others” to ““Strategic
Partnership Projects”.

10. Section 970.5227-2, paragraph
(b)(1)(ii), is revised to change the term
“Work for Others” to ““Strategic
Partnership Projects”.

11. Section 970.5227-3, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects’” and
“WFO” to “SPP” throughout the clause.

12. Section 970.5227-11, paragraph
(c)(2)(viii), is revised to change the term
“Work-for-Others” to ““Strategic
Partnership Projects”.

13. Section 970.5227-12, paragraph
(c)(1)(viii), is revised to change the term

“Work-for-Others” to “Strategic
Partnership Projects”.

14. Section 970.5232-6, is revised to
change the term “Work for Others” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects”.

15. Section 970.5235—1, paragraph (c),
is revised to change the term “Work for
Others” to ““Strategic Partnership
Projects” and change the number and
title for DOE Order 481.1 in paragraph
(d).

III. Procedural Requirements

A. Review Under Executive Order 12866
and 13563

This regulatory action has been
determined not to be a ““significant
regulatory action” under Executive
Order 12866, “‘Regulatory Planning and
Review,” 58 FR 51735 (October 4, 1993).
Accordingly, this final rule is not
subject to review under that Executive
Order by the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) of the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB).

DOE has also reviewed this regulation
pursuant to Executive Order 13563,
issued on January 18, 2011 (76 FR 3281
(Jan. 21, 2011)). Executive Order 13563
is supplemental to and explicitly
reaffirms the principles, structures, and
definitions governing regulatory review
established in Executive Order 12866.
To the extent permitted by law, agencies
are required by Executive Order 13563
to: (1) Propose or adopt a regulation
only upon a reasoned determination
that its benefits justify its costs
(recognizing that some benefits and
costs are difficult to quantify); (2) tailor
regulations to impose the least burden
on society, consistent with obtaining
regulatory objectives, taking into
account, among other things, and to the
extent practicable, the costs of
cumulative regulations; (3) select, in
choosing among alternative regulatory
approaches, those approaches that
maximize net benefits (including
potential economic, environmental,
public health and safety, and other
advantages; distributive impacts; and
equity); (4) to the extent feasible, specify
performance objectives, rather than
specifying the behavior or manner of
compliance that regulated entities must
adopt; and (5) identify and assess
available alternatives to direct
regulation, including providing
economic incentives to encourage the
desired behavior, such as user fees or
marketable permits, or providing
information upon which choices can be
made by the public.

DOE emphasizes as well that
Executive Order 13563 requires agencies
to use the best available techniques to
quantify anticipated present and future


mailto:lawrence.butler@hq.doe.gov

15518

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 56/Tuesday, March 24, 2015/Rules and Regulations

benefits and costs as accurately as
possible. In its guidance, the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs has
emphasized that such techniques may
include identifying changing future
compliance costs that might result from
technological innovation or anticipated
behavioral changes. DOE believes that
this final rule is consistent with these
principles, including the requirement
that, to the extent permitted by law,
agencies adopt a regulation only upon a
reasoned determination that its benefits
justify its costs and, in choosing among
alternative regulatory approaches, those
approaches maximize net benefits.

B. Review Under Executive Order 12988

With respect to the review of existing
regulations and the promulgation of
new regulations, section 3(a) of
Executive Order 12988, “Civil Justice
Reform,” 61 FR 4729 (February 7, 1996),
imposes on Executive agencies the
general duty to adhere to the following
requirements: (1) Eliminate drafting
errors and ambiguity; (2) write
regulations to minimize litigation; and
(3) provide a clear legal standard for
affected conduct rather than a general
standard and promote simplification
and burden reduction.

With regard to the review required by
section 3(a), section 3(b) of Executive
Order 12988 specifically requires that
Executive agencies make every
reasonable effort to ensure that the
regulation: (1) Clearly specifies the
preemptive effect, if any; (2) clearly
specifies any effect on existing Federal
law or regulation; (3) provides a clear
legal standard for affected conduct
while promoting simplification and
burden reduction; (4) specifies the
retroactive effect, if any; (5) adequately
defines key terms; and (6) addresses
other important issues affecting clarity
and general draftsmanship under any
guidelines issued by the United States
Attorney General. Section 3(c) of
Executive Order 12988 requires
Executive agencies to review regulations
in light of applicable standards in
section 3(a) and section 3(b) to
determine whether they are met or if it
is unreasonable to meet one or more of
them. DOE has completed the required
review and determined that, to the
extent permitted by law, this final rule
meets the relevant standards of
Executive Order 12988.

C. Review Under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires preparation
of an initial regulatory flexibility
analysis for any rule that by law must
be proposed for public comment, unless

the agency certifies that the rule, if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. As required by
Executive Order 13272, “Proper
Consideration of Small Entities in
Agency Rulemaking,” 67 FR 53461
(August 16, 2002), DOE published
procedures and policies on February 19,
2003, to ensure that the potential
impacts of its rules on small entities are
properly considered during the
rulemaking process (68 FR 7990). DOE
has made its procedures and policies
available on the Office of General
Counsel’s Web site at http://
www.energy.gov/gc/office-general-
counsel.

The regulatory amendments in this
notice of final rulemaking to change the
term “Work for Others (WFQ)” to
“Strategic Partnership Projects (SPP)”
relate solely to internal agency
organization, management or personnel,
and as such, are not subject to the
requirement for a general notice of
proposed rulemaking under the
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.
553(a)(2)) (APA). There is no
requirement under the APA or any other
law that this rule be proposed for public
comment. Consequently, this
rulemaking is exempt from the
requirements of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

D. Review Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act

This final rule does not impose a
collection of information requirement
subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act,
44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. Existing burdens
associated with the collection of certain
contractor data under the DEAR have
been cleared under OMB control
number 1910-4100, with an expiration
date of October 31, 2014.

E. Review Under the National
Environmental Policy Act

DOE has concluded that promulgation
of this final rule falls into a class of
actions which would not individually or
cumulatively have significant impact on
the human environment, as determined
by DOE’s regulations (10 CFR part 1021,
subpart D) implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Specifically, this proposed rule is
categorically excluded from NEPA
review because the amendments to the
DEAR are strictly procedural
(categorical exclusion A6). Therefore,
this rulemaking does not require an
environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment pursuant to
NEPA.

F. Review Under Executive Order 13132

Executive Order 13132, 64 FR 43255
(August 4, 1999), imposes certain
requirements on agencies formulating
and implementing policies or
regulations that preempt State law or
that have federalism implications.
Agencies are required to examine the
constitutional and statutory authority
supporting any action that would limit
the policymaking discretion of the
States and carefully assess the necessity
for such actions. The Executive Order
requires agencies to have an
accountability process to ensure
meaningful and timely input by state
and local officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have federalism
implications.

On March 14, 2000, DOE published a
statement of policy describing the
intergovernmental consultation process
it will follow in the development of
such regulations (65 FR 13735). DOE
has examined the final rule and has
determined that it does not preempt
State law and does not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. No further action
is required by Executive Order 13132.

G. Review Under the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (Pub. L. 104—4) generally
requires a Federal agency to perform a
written assessment of costs and benefits
of any rule imposing a Federal mandate
with costs to State, local or tribal
governments, or to the private sector, of
$100 million or more. This final rule
does not impose a Federal mandate on
State, local or tribal governments or on
the private sector.

H. Review Under the Treasury and
General Government Appropriations
Act, 1999

Section 654 of the Treasury and
General Government Appropriations
Act, 1999 (Pub. L. 105-277), requires
Federal agencies to issue a Family
Policymaking Assessment for any
rulemaking or policy that may affect
family well-being. This final rule will
have no impact on the autonomy or
integrity of the family as an institution.
Accordingly, DOE has concluded that it
is not necessary to prepare a Family
Policymaking Assessment.

I. Review Under Executive Order 13211

Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
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Distribution, or Use, 66 FR 28355 (May
22, 2001), requires Federal agencies to
prepare and submit to Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs
(OIRA), of the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), a Statement of
Energy Effects for any significant energy
action. A “significant energy action” is
defined as any action by an agency that
promulgates or is expected to lead to
promulgation of a final rule, and that:
(1) Is a significant regulatory action
under Executive Order 12866, or any
successor order; (2) is likely to have a
significant adverse effect on the supply,
distribution, or use of energy; or (3) is
designated by the Administrator of
OIRA as a significant energy action. For
any significant energy action, the agency
must give a detailed statement of any
adverse effects on energy supply,
distribution, or use should the proposal
be implemented, and of reasonable
alternatives to the action and their
expected benefits on energy supply,
distribution, and use. This final rule is
not a significant energy action.
Accordingly, DOE has not prepared a
Statement of Energy Effects.

J. Review Under the Treasury and
General Government Appropriations
Act, 2001

The Treasury and General
Government Appropriations Act, 2001
(44 U.S.C. 3516, note) provides for
agencies to review most disseminations
of information to the public under
guidelines established by each agency
pursuant to general guidelines issued by
OMB. OMB’s guidelines were published
at 67 FR 8452 (February 22, 2002), and
DOE’s guidelines were published at 67
FR 62446 (October 7, 2002). DOE has
reviewed this final rule under the OMB
and DOE guidelines and has concluded
that it is consistent with applicable
policies in those guidelines.

K. Administrative Procedure Act.

The regulatory amendments in this
notice of final rulemaking to change the
term ‘“Work for Others (WFO) to
“Strategic Partnership Projects (SPP)”
relate solely to internal agency
organization, management or personnel,
and as such, are not subject to the
requirement for a general notice of
proposed rulemaking under the
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.
553(a)(2)) (APA). There is no
requirement under the APA or any other
law that this rule be proposed for public
comment.

L. Congressional Notification

As required by 5 U.S.C. 801, DOE will
submit to Congress a report regarding
the issuance of this final rule prior to

the effective date set forth at the outset
of this rulemaking. The report will state
that it has been determined that the rule
is not a ““major rule” as defined by 5
U.S.C. 801(2).

M. Approval by the Office of the
Secretary of Energy

Issuance of this final rule has been
approved by the Office of the Secretary
of Energy.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Part 970
Government procurement.
Issued in Washington, DC on March 12,
2015.
Paul Bosco,
Director, Office of Acquisition and Project
Management, Department of Energy.
Joseph Waddell,
Deputy Associate Administrator, Acquisition
and Project Management, National Nuclear
Security Administration.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, the Department of Energy
amends chapter 9 of title 48 of the Code
of Federal Regulations as set forth
below.

PART 970—DOE MANAGEMENT AND
OPERATING CONTRACTS

m 1. The authority citation for part 970
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2201; 2282a; 2282b;
2282c; 42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.; 50 U.S.C. 2401
et seq.

m 2. Section 970.1707 is amended by
revising the section heading to read as
follows:

970.1707 Strategic Partnership Projects.

* * * * *

970.1707-1 [Amended]

m 3. Section 970.1707-1 is amended by:
m a. Removing the term “Work for
Others” in two places and adding in
their places ““Strategic Partnership
Projects’’; and

m b. Removing “DOE Order 481.1C,
WORK FOR OTHERS (NON-
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FUNDED
WORK)”, and adding in its place “DOE
Order 481.1C, Strategic Partnership
Projects (Formerly Known as Work for
Others (Non-Department of Energy
Funded Work)), or successor version”.

970.1707-2 [Amended]

m 4. Section 970.1707-2 is amended by
removing the term “Work for Others” in
the introductory text and adding in its
place “Strategic Partnership Projects”.
m 5. Section 970.1707-3 is amended by:
m a. Revising the section heading; and

m b. In paragraph (a), removing the term
“work for others” and adding in its
place “strategic partnership projects”.

The revision reads as follows:

970.1707-3 Terms governing Strategic
Partnership Projects.
* * * * *

970.1707-4 [Amended]

m 6. Section 970.1707—4 is amended by
removing the term ‘“Work for Others”
wherever it appears and adding in its
place “Strategic Partnership Projects”.

970.3270 [Amended]

m 7. Section 970.3270, paragraph (a)(6),
is amended by removing the term
“Work for others” and adding in its
place ““Strategic Partnership Projects”.

970.3501-2 [Amended]

m 8. Section 970.3501-2 is amended by
removing “DOE Order 481.1, Work for
Others (Non-Department of Energy
Funded Work)”, and adding in its place
“DOE Order 481.1C, Strategic
Partnership Projects (Formerly Known
as Work for Others (Non-Department of
Energy Funded Work)), or successor
version”.
m 9. Section 970.5217-1 is amended by:
m a. Revising the section heading and
clause heading and date; and
m b. Removing the terms “work for
others”, “Work for Others”’, and “Work
for others” wherever they appear and
adding in their place ““Strategic
Partnership Projects’’; and

The revisions read as follows:

970.5217-1 Strategic Partnership Projects

Program.
STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP

PROJECTS PROGRAM (NON-DOE
FUNDED WORK) (April 23, 2015)

* * * * *

970.5227-1 [Amended]

m 10. Section 970.5227-1, paragraph
(b)(1)(ii), is amended by removing the
term “Work for Others” and adding in
its place “Strategic Partnership
Projects”.

970.5227-2 [Amended]

m 11. Section 970.5227-2, paragraph
(b)(1)(ii), is amended by removing the
term “Work for Others” and adding in
its place “‘Strategic Partnership
Projects”.

970.5227-3 [Amended]

m 12. Section 970.5227-3 is amended
by:

lya. In paragraphs (a)(2), (c)(1), (n)(4),
and (n)(4)(iii), removing the terms
“Work for Others” and “Work for
others”” wherever they appear and
adding in their place ‘“Strategic
Partnership Projects”’; and
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m b. In paragraphs (a)(2), (d)(4), (d)(9),
(n)(4) and (n)(4)(iii), removing the
acronym “WFO” wherever it appears
and adding in its place “SPP”.

970.5227-11 [Amended]

m 13. Section 970.5227-12, paragraph
(c)(2)(viii), is amended by removing the
term ‘“Work-for-Others” and adding in
its place “Strategic Partnership
Projects”.

970.5227-12 [Amended]

m 14. Section 970.5227-12, paragraph
(c)(1)(viii), is amended by removing the
term “Work-for-Others” and adding in
its place “Strategic Partnership
Projects”.

m 15. Section 970.5232-6 is amended
by:

m a. Revising the section heading and
clause heading and date; and

m b. Removing the term “Work for
Others” and adding in its place
“Strategic Partnership Projects”.

The revisions read as follows:

970.5232-6 Strategic Partnership Projects
funding authorization.

* * * * *

STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP PROJECT
FUNDING AUTHORIZATION (April
23, 2015)

* * * * *

970.5235-1 [Amended]
m 16. Section 970.5235-1 is amended
by:

m a. In paragraph (c), removing “48 CFR
970.5217-1, Work for Others Program”
and adding in its place “48 CFR
970.5217-1, Strategic Partnership
Projects Program”’; and

m b. In paragraph (d), removing “DOE
Order 481.1, Work for Others (Non-
Department of Energy Funded Work),”
and adding in its place “DOE Order
481.1C, Strategic Partnership Projects
(Formerly Known as Work for Others
(Non-Department of Energy Funded
Work)), or successor version”.

[FR Doc. 2015-06572 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the proposed
issuance of rules and regulations. The
purpose of these notices is to give interested
persons an opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2015-0494; Directorate
Identifier 2014—-NM-160-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier,
Inc. Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain
Bombardier, Inc. Model DHC-8-400
series airplanes. This proposed AD was
prompted by reports of inadvertent
deployment of a single outboard spoiler
during flight. This proposed AD would
require replacement of the power
control units (PCUs) for the outboard
spoilers with upgraded PCUs. We are
proposing this AD to prevent leakage of
the piston head seal and piston rod seals
of the outboard spoiler PCUs, which
could result in inadvertent spoiler
deployment and reduced controllability
of the airplane.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by May 8, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments,
using the procedures found in 14 CFR
11.43 and 11.45, by any of the following
methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Fax:202-493-2251.

e Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC, between 9 a.m. and 5

p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Bombardier,
Inc. Q-Series Technical Help Desk, 123
Garratt Boulevard, Toronto, Ontario
M3K 1Y5, Canada; telephone 416-375—
4000; fax 416—375—4539; email thd.
gseries@aero.bombardier.com; Internet
http://www.bombardier.com. You may
view this referenced service information
at the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW.,
Renton, WA. For information on the
availability of this material at the FAA,
call 425-227-1221.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0494; or in person at the Docket
Management Facility between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatory evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Operations
office (telephone 800-647-5527) is in
the ADDRESSES section. Comments will
be available in the AD docket shortly
after receipt.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cesar Gomez, Aerospace Engineer,
Airframe and Mechanical Systems
Branch, ANE-171, FAA, New York
Aircraft Certification Office, 1600
Stewart Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury,
NY 11590; telephone 516—228-7318; fax
516—-794-5531.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or arguments about
this proposed AD. Send your comments
to an address listed under the
ADDRESSES section. Include “Docket No.
FAA-2015-0494; Directorate Identifier
2014-NM-160-AD" at the beginning of
your comments. We specifically invite
comments on the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy
aspects of this proposed AD. We will
consider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
proposed AD based on those comments.

We will post all comments we
receive, without change, to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any

personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
substantive verbal contact we receive
about this proposed AD.

Discussion

Transport Canada Civil Aviation
(TCCA), which is the aviation authority
for Canada, has issued Canadian
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014—22,
dated July 16, 2014 (referred to after this
as the Mandatory Continuing
Airworthiness Information, or ‘“‘the
MCATI”), to correct an unsafe condition
for certain Bombardier, Inc. Model
DHC—-8-400 series airplanes. The MCAI
states:

Although [Canadian] AD CF-2009-26
[dated May 21, 2009 (http://wwwapps3.
tc.gc.ca/Saf-Sec-Sur/2/CAWIS-SWIMN/
attachment.asp?aiid=CF-2009-26&revid=0&
cntr=CF&file=CFCF-2009-26.pdf&type=PDE),
which corresponds to FAA AD 2009-25-05,
Amendment 39-16124 (74 FR 63574,
December 4, 2009)] was issued to mandate
the upgrade of the spoiler lift/dump valve, it
did not reduce the rate of inadvertent single
spoiler deployment occurrences. Further
investigation revealed that the outboard
spoiler PCUs may also be subject to pressure
reversals at the PCU main control valve seal,
resulting in leakage at the piston head seal
and piston rod seals. If not corrected, this
condition may result in [inadvertent spoiler
deployment and] reduced controllability of
the aeroplane.

This [Canadian] AD mandates the
replacement of the existing outboard spoiler
PCUs with the upgraded PCUs with re-
designed seals for better leakage protection.

You may examine the MCAI in the
AD docket on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0494.

Related Service Information Under 1
CFR Part 51

Bombardier, Inc. has issued Service
Bulletin 84—27-63, dated October 17,
2013. The service information describes
procedures for replacement of the
existing outboard spoiler PCUs with
upgraded PCUs. The actions described
in this service information are intended
to correct the unsafe condition
identified in the MCAI. This service
information is reasonably available; see
ADDRESSES for ways to access this
service information.


http://wwwapps3.tc.gc.ca/Saf-Sec-Sur/2/CAWIS-SWIMN/attachment.asp?aiid=CF-2009-26&revid=0&cntr=CF&file=CFCF-2009-26.pdf&type=PDE
http://wwwapps3.tc.gc.ca/Saf-Sec-Sur/2/CAWIS-SWIMN/attachment.asp?aiid=CF-2009-26&revid=0&cntr=CF&file=CFCF-2009-26.pdf&type=PDE
http://wwwapps3.tc.gc.ca/Saf-Sec-Sur/2/CAWIS-SWIMN/attachment.asp?aiid=CF-2009-26&revid=0&cntr=CF&file=CFCF-2009-26.pdf&type=PDE
http://wwwapps3.tc.gc.ca/Saf-Sec-Sur/2/CAWIS-SWIMN/attachment.asp?aiid=CF-2009-26&revid=0&cntr=CF&file=CFCF-2009-26.pdf&type=PDE
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.bombardier.com
mailto:thd.qseries@aero.bombardier.com
mailto:thd.qseries@aero.bombardier.com

15522

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 56 /Tuesday, March 24, 2015/Proposed Rules

FAA’s Determination and Requirements
of This Proposed AD

This product has been approved by
the aviation authority of another
country, and is approved for operation
in the United States. Pursuant to our
bilateral agreement with the State of
Design Authority, we have been notified
of the unsafe condition described in the
MCALI and service information
referenced above. We are proposing this
AD because we evaluated all pertinent
information and determined an unsafe
condition exists and is likely to exist or
develop on other products of the same
type design.

Costs of Compliance

We estimate that this proposed AD
affects 82 airplanes of U.S. registry.

We also estimate that it would take
about 4 work-hours per product to
comply with the basic requirements of
this proposed AD. The average labor
rate is $85 per work-hour. Required
parts would cost about $0 per product.
Based on these figures, we estimate the
cost of this proposed AD on U.S.
operators to be $27,880, or $340 per
product.

Authority for This Rulemaking

Title 49 of the United States Code
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I,
section 106, describes the authority of
the FAA Administrator. “Subtitle VII:
Aviation Programs,” describes in more
detail the scope of the Agency’s
authority.

We are issuing this rulemaking under
the authority described in “‘Subtitle VII,
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701:
General requirements.” Under that
section, Congress charges the FAA with
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in
air commerce by prescribing regulations
for practices, methods, and procedures
the Administrator finds necessary for
safety in air commerce. This regulation
is within the scope of that authority
because it addresses an unsafe condition
that is likely to exist or develop on
products identified in this rulemaking
action.

Regulatory Findings

We determined that this proposed AD
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132. This
proposed AD would not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
Government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify this proposed regulation:

1. Is not a “‘significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866;

2. Is not a “‘significant rule” under the
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979);

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in
Alaska; and

4. Will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part
39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

m 1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.
§39.13 [Amended]

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding
the following new airworthiness
directive (AD):

Bombardier, Inc.: Docket No. FAA-2015—

0494; Directorate Identifier 2014-NM-—
160—-AD.

(a) Comments Due Date

We must receive comments by May 8,
2015.

(b) Affected ADs

None.
(c) Applicability

This AD applies to Bombardier, Inc. Model
DHC-8-400, —401, and —402 airplanes,

certificated in any category, serial numbers
4001 and 4003 through 4453 inclusive.

(d) Subject

Air Transport Association (ATA) of
America Code 27, Flight Controls.

(e) Reason

This AD was prompted by reports of
inadvertent deployment of a single outboard
spoiler during flight. We are issuing this AD
to prevent leakage of the piston head seal and
piston rod seals of the outboard spoiler
power control units (PCUs), which could
result in inadvertent spoiler deployment and
reduced controllability of the airplane.

() Compliance

Comply with this AD within the
compliance times specified, unless already
done.

(g) Replacement of PCUs for the Outboard
Spoilers

Within 6,000 flight hours or 36 months
after the effective date of this AD, whichever
occurs first: Replace the outboard spoiler
PCUs with upgraded PCUs having re-
designed seals, in accordance with the
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier
Service Bulletin 84—27-63, dated October 17,
2013.

(h) Other FAA AD Provisions

The following provisions also apply to this
AD:

(1) Alternative Methods of Compliance
(AMOCs): The Manager, New York Aircraft
Certification Office (ACO), ANE-170, FAA,
has the authority to approve AMOG:s for this
AD, if requested using the procedures found
in 14 CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR
39.19, send your request to your principal
inspector or local Flight Standards District
Office, as appropriate. If sending information
directly to the ACO, send it to ATTN:
Program Manager, Continuing Operational
Safety, FAA, New York ACO, 1600 Stewart
Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury, NY 11590;
telephone 516—-228-7300; fax 516—794-5531.
Before using any approved AMOC, notify
your appropriate principal inspector, or
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of
the local flight standards district office/
certificate holding district office. The AMOC
approval letter must specifically reference
this AD.

(2) Contacting the Manufacturer: For any
requirement in this AD to obtain corrective
actions from a manufacturer, the action must
be accomplished using a method approved
by the Manager, New York ACO, ANE-170,
FAA; or Transport Canada Civil Aviation
(TCCA); or Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA Design
Approval Organization (DAO). If approved by
the DAO, the approval must include the
DAO-authorized signature.

(i) Related Information

(1) Refer to Mandatory Continuing
Airworthiness Information (MCAI) Canadian
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014-22, dated
July 16, 2014, for related information. This
MCAI may be found in the AD docket on the
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov by
searching for and locating Docket No. FAA—
2015-0494.

(2) For service information identified in
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., Q-Series
Technical Help Desk, 123 Garratt Boulevard,
Toronto, Ontario M3K 1Y5, Canada;
telephone 416—375-4000; fax 416—375—4539;
email thd.qseries@aero.bombardier.com;
Internet http://www.bombardier.com. You
may view this service information at the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601
Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For
information on the availability of this
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on March
12, 2015.
Jeffrey E. Duven,

Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06579 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2015-0495; Directorate
Identifier 2014-NM-172—-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64
Airworthiness Directives; The Boeing
Company Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain
The Boeing Company Model 737-300,
—400, and —500 series airplanes. This
proposed AD was prompted by reports
of cracking at certain fastener locations
in the window corners of the window
belt area. This proposed AD would
require repetitive high frequency eddy
current (HFEC) inspections for fatigue
cracking in certain fastener locations in
the window corners of the window belt
area, and related investigative and
corrective actions if necessary. This
proposed AD would also provide an
optional preventive modification that
would terminate the repetitive
inspections at the modified location. We
are proposing this AD to detect and
correct fatigue cracking around fastener
locations that could cause multiple
window corner skin cracks, which
could result in rapid decompression and
loss of structural integrity of the
airplane.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by May 8, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments,
using the procedures found in 14 CFR
11.43 and 11.45, by any of the following
methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Fax:202-493-2251.

e Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery: Deliver to Mail
address above between 9 a.m. and 5
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Boeing
Commercial Airplanes, Attention: Data
& Services Management, P.O. Box 3707,
MC 2H-65, Seattle, WA 98124-2207;
telephone 206-544-5000, extension 1;
fax 206—766-5680; Internet https://

www.myboeingfleet.com. You may view
this referenced service information at
the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW.,
Renton, WA. For information on the
availability of this material at the FAA,
call 425-227-1221. It is also available
on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0495.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0495; or in person at the Docket
Management Facility between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatory evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Office
(phone: 800-647-5527) is in the
ADDRESSES section. Comments will be
available in the AD docket shortly after
receipt.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Haytham Alaidy, Aerospace Engineer,
Airframe Branch, ANM-120S, FAA,
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office
(ACO), 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton,
WA 98057—-3356; phone: 425-917—6573;
fax: 425-917-6590; email:
haytham.alaidy@faa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or arguments about
this proposal. Send your comments to
an address listed under the ADDRESSES
section. Include ‘“Docket No. FAA—
2015-0495; Directorate Identifier 2014—
NM-172—-AD" at the beginning of your
comments. We specifically invite
comments on the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy
aspects of this proposed AD. We will
consider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
proposed AD because of those
comments.

We will post all comments we
receive, without change, to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
substantive verbal contact we receive
about this proposed AD.

Discussion

We have received reports of cracking
at certain fastener locations in the
window corners of the window belt. At
the time of the crack detection, the
airplanes had accumulated between

37,842 and 49,050 total flight cycles.
Fatigue cracking of the fastener
locations in the window corners of the
window belt area between station (STA)
360 and STA 540 and between STA 727
and STA 908, left-side and right-side of
the fuselage, at and between stringers
S—11 and S-13, if not corrected, could
result in cracking around fastener
locations that could cause multiple
window corner skin cracks, which
could result in rapid decompression and
loss of structural integrity of the
airplane.

Related Service Information

We reviewed Boeing Alert Service
Bulletin 737-53A1328, dated July 22,
2014. The service information describes
procedures for inspections, preventative
modification, and repairs of the window
corners. Refer to this service
information for information on the
procedures and compliance times. This
service information is reasonably
available; see ADDRESSES for ways to
access this service information.

FAA’s Determination

We are proposing this AD because we
evaluated all the relevant information
and determined the unsafe condition
described previously is likely to exist or
develop in other products of the same
type design.

Proposed AD Requirements

This proposed AD would require
accomplishing the actions specified in
the service information identified
previously.

The phrase “related investigative
actions” is used in this proposed AD.
“Related investigative actions” are
follow-on actions that (1) are related to
the primary actions, and (2) further
investigate the nature of any condition
found. Related investigative actions in
an AD could include, for example,
inspections.

The phrase “corrective actions” is
used in this proposed AD. “Corrective
actions” are actions that correct or
address any condition found. Corrective
actions in an AD could include, for
example, repairs.

Explanation of “RC” Steps in Service
Information

The FAA worked in conjunction with
industry, under the Airworthiness
Directive Implementation Aviation
Rulemaking Committee (ARC), to
enhance the AD system. One
enhancement was a new process for
annotating which steps in the service
information are required for compliance
with an AD. Differentiating these steps
from other tasks in the service
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http://www.regulations.gov
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information is expected to improve an
owner’s/operator’s understanding of
crucial AD requirements and help
provide consistent judgment in AD
compliance. The steps identified as RC
(required for compliance) in any service
information identified previously have a
direct effect on detecting, preventing,
resolving, or eliminating an identified
unsafe condition.

Steps that are identified as RC in any
service information must be done to
comply with the proposed AD.
However, steps that are not identified as
RC are recommended. Those steps that
are not identified as RC may be deviated
from using accepted methods in

accordance with the operator’s
maintenance or inspection program
without obtaining approval of an
alternative method of compliance
(AMOC), provided the steps identified
as RC can be done and the airplane can
be put back in a serviceable condition.
Any substitutions or changes to steps
identified as RC will require approval of
an AMOC.

Differences Between This Proposed AD
and the Service Information

Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 737—
53A1328, dated July 22, 2014, specifies
to contact the manufacturer for
instructions on how to repair certain
conditions, but this proposed AD would

ESTIMATED COSTS: REQUIRED ACTIONS

require repairing those conditions in
one of the following ways:

¢ In accordance with a method that
we approve; or

¢ Using data that meet the
certification basis of the airplane, and
that have been approved by the Boeing
Commercial Airplanes Organization
Designation Authorization (ODA) whom
we have authorized to make those
findings.

Costs of Compliance

We estimate that this proposed AD
affects 142 airplanes of U.S. registry.

We estimate the following costs to
comply with this proposed AD:

Action Labor cost Parts cost Cost per product Cg;te?:téiés'
INSPECtion ........ccceeveevecieenns Up to 2,312 work-hours x $85 per hour = $0 | Up to $196,520 per in- | Up to $27,905,840 per
$196,520 per inspection cycle. spection cycle. inspection cycle.
ESTIMATED COSTS: OPTIONAL ACTIONS
Action Labor cost Parts cost Cost per product
Preventive modification ..... 108 work-hours x $85 per hour = $9,180 .......ccceevieeiiieiiieeece e $0 | $9,180.

We estimate the following costs to do
any necessary repairs that would be

required based on the results of the
proposed inspection. We have no way of

ON-CONDITION COSTS

determining the number of aircraft that
might need repairs:

Action

Labor cost

Parts cost Cost per product

Up to 18 work-hours x $85 per hour = $1,530 per repair

$0 | Up to $1,530 per repair.

Authority for This Rulemaking

Title 49 of the United States Code
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I,
section 106, describes the authority of
the FAA Administrator. Subtitle VII:
Aviation Programs, describes in more
detail the scope of the Agency’s
authority.

We are issuing this rulemaking under
the authority described in Subtitle VII,
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701:
“General requirements.” Under that
section, Congress charges the FAA with
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in
air commerce by prescribing regulations
for practices, methods, and procedures
the Administrator finds necessary for
safety in air commerce. This regulation
is within the scope of that authority
because it addresses an unsafe condition
that is likely to exist or develop on
products identified in this rulemaking
action.

Regulatory Findings

We determined that this proposed AD
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132. This
proposed AD would not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
Government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify this proposed regulation:

(1) Is not a “significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866,

(2) Is not a “significant rule” under
the DOT Regulatory Policies and
Procedures (44 FR 11034, February 26,
1979),

(3) Will not affect intrastate aviation
in Alaska, and

(4) Will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities

under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part
39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

m 1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding
the following new airworthiness
directive (AD):
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The Boeing Company: Docket No. FAA—
2015-0495; Directorate Identifier 2014—
NM-172—-AD.

(a) Comments Due Date

We must receive comments by May 8,
2015.

(b) Affected ADs

None.
(c) Applicability

This AD applies to The Boeing Company
Model 737-300, =400, and —500 series
airplanes, certificated in any category, as

identified in Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
737-53A1328, dated July 22, 2014.

(d) Subject

Air Transport Association (ATA) of
America Code 53, Fuselage.

(e) Unsafe Condition

This AD was prompted by reports of
fatigue cracking at certain fastener locations
in the window corners of the window belt
area. We are issuing this AD to detect and
correct fatigue cracking around the fastener
locations that could cause multiple window
corner skin cracks, which could result in
rapid decompression and loss of structural
integrity of the airplane.

(f) Compliance

Comply with this AD within the
compliance times specified, unless already
done.

(g) Inspections

At the applicable time specified in tables
1 and 2 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 737-53A1328,
dated July 22, 2014, except as required by
paragraph (i)(1) of this AD: Do external
surface high frequency eddy current (HFEC)
inspections for cracking of the skin at the 12
fastener locations at the upper forward and
lower aft corners of each window between
station (STA) 360 and STA 540 and between
STA 727 and STA 908, left-side and right-
side of the fuselage, at and between stringers
S—11 and S-13, and all applicable related
investigative and corrective actions, in
accordance with the Accomplishment
Instructions of Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
737-53A1328, dated July 22, 2014, except as
required by paragraph (i)(2) of this AD. Do all
applicable related investigative and
corrective actions before further flight.
Repeat the inspections at the applicable
times specified in tables 1 and 2 of paragraph
1.E., “Compliance,” of Boeing Alert Service
Bulletin 737-53A1328, dated July 22, 2014,
until the terminating action specified in
paragraph (h) of this AD is done.

(h) Optional Preventive Modification

Accomplishment of a preventive
modification in the fastener locations in the
window corners of the window belt area
between station (STA) 360 and STA 540 and
between STA 727 and STA 908, left-side and
right-side fuselage, at and between stringers
S—11 and S—13, terminates the inspections
required by paragraph (g) of this AD at the
modified location only. The modification,
including all applicable related investigative

and corrective actions, must be done in
accordance with Part 3 of the
Accomplishment Instructions of Boeing Alert
Service Bulletin 737-53A1328, dated July 22,
2014, except as required by paragraph (i)(2)
of this AD.

(i) Exceptions to the Service Bulletin
Specifications

(1) Where Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
737-53A1328, dated July 22, 2014, specifies
a compliance time “‘after the original issue
date of this service bulletin,” this AD
requires compliance within the specified
compliance time after the effective date of
this AD.

(2) Where Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
737-53A1328, dated July 22, 2014, specifies
to contact Boeing for repair instructions:
Before further flight, repair the cracking
using a method approved in accordance with
the procedures specified in paragraph (j) of
this AD.

(j) Alternative Methods of Compliance
(AMOCs)

(1) The Manager, Seattle Aircraft
Certification Office (ACO), FAA, has the
authority to approve AMOCs for this AD, if
requested using the procedures found in 14
CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19,
send your request to your principal inspector
or local Flight Standards District Office, as
appropriate. If sending information directly
to the manager of the ACO, send it to the
attention of the person identified in
paragraph (k)(1) of this AD. Information may
be emailed to: 9-ANM-Seattle-ACO-AMOC-
Requests@faa.gov.

(2) Before using any approved AMOC,
notify your appropriate principal inspector,
or lacking a principal inspector, the manager
of the local flight standards district office/
certificate holding district office.

(3) If any service information contains
steps that are identified as RC (Required for
Compliance), those steps must be done to
comply with this AD; any steps that are not
identified as RC are recommended. Those
steps that are not identified as RC may be
deviated from using accepted methods in
accordance with the operator’s maintenance
or inspection program without obtaining
approval of an AMOGC, provided the steps
identified as RC can be done and the airplane
can be put back in a serviceable condition.
Any substitutions or changes to steps
identified as RC require approval of an
AMOC.

(4) An AMOC that provides an acceptable
level of safety may be used for any repair
required by this AD if it is approved by the
Boeing Commercial Airplanes Organization
Designation Authorization (ODA) that has
been authorized by the Manager, Seattle
ACO, to make those findings. For a repair
method to be approved, the repair must meet
the certification basis of the airplane, and the
approval must specifically refer to this AD.

(k) Related Information

(1) For more information about this AD,
contact Haytham Alaidy, Aerospace
Engineer, Airframe Branch, ANM-120S,
FAA, Seattle Aircraft Certification Office
(ACQO), 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA

98057-3356; phone: 425-917-6447; fax: 425—
917-6590; email: haytham.alaidy@faa.gov.
(2) For service information identified in
this AD, contact Boeing Commercial
Airplanes, Attention: Data & Services
Management, P.O. Box 3707, MC 2H-65,
Seattle, WA 98124-2207; telephone 206—
544-5000, extension 1; fax 206—766—5680;
Internet https://www.myboeingfleet.com. You
may view the referenced service information
at the FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For
information on the availability of this
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on March
13, 2015.
Jeffrey E. Duven,

Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06574 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2015-0493; Directorate
Identifier 2014—NM-184—-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Lockheed
Martin Corporation/Lockheed Martin
Aeronautics Company Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain
Lockheed Martin Corporation/Lockheed
Martin Aeronautics Company Model
188 series airplanes. This proposed AD
was prompted by an evaluation by the
design approval holder (DAH)
indicating that the upper and lower
wing skin planks at the attachment of
the main landing gear (MLG) ribs at
certain wing-stations are subject to
widespread fatigue damage (WFD). This
proposed AD would require an
inspection (for cracking) and
modification of the chordwise fastener
rows of the upper and lower wing
planks at the attachments to the MLG
ribs at certain wing-stations. We are
proposing this AD to prevent fatigue
cracking of the upper and lower wing
skin planks at the attachment of the
MLG ribs, which could result in failure
of the wing.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by May 8, 2015.
ADDRESSES: You may send comments,
using the procedures found in 14 CFR
11.43 and 11.45, by any of the following
methods:


mailto:9-ANM-Seattle-ACO-AMOC-Requests@faa.gov
mailto:9-ANM-Seattle-ACO-AMOC-Requests@faa.gov
https://www.myboeingfleet.com
mailto:haytham.alaidy@faa.gov

15526

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 56 /Tuesday, March 24, 2015/Proposed Rules

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Fax:202-493-2251.

e Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M—
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery: Deliver to Mail
address above between 9 a.m. and 5
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Lockheed
Martin Corporation/Lockheed Martin
Aeronautics Company, Airworthiness
Office, Dept. 6A0M, Zone 0252, Column
P-58, 86 S. Cobb Drive, Marietta, GA
30063; telephone 770—494-5444; fax
770—-494-5445; email ams.portal@
Imco.com; Internet http://
www.lockheedmartin.com/ams/tools/
TechPubs.html. You may view this
referenced service information at the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA.
For information on the availability of
this material at the FAA, call 425-227—
1221.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0493; or in person at the Docket
Management Facility between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatory evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Office
(phone: 800-647-5527) is in the
ADDRESSES section. Comments will be
available in the AD docket shortly after
receipt.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Carl
Gray, Aerospace Engineer, Airframe
Branch, ACE-117A, FAA, Atlanta
Aircraft Certification Office (ACO), 1701
Columbia Avenue, College Park, GA
30337; phone: 404-474-5554; fax: 404—
474-5605; email: Carl. W.Gray@faa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or arguments about
this proposal. Send your comments to
an address listed under the ADDRESSES
section. Include “Docket No. FAA-
2015-0493; Directorate Identifier 2014—
NM-184—-AD" at the beginning of your
comments. We specifically invite
comments on the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy

aspects of this proposed AD. We will
consider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
proposed AD because of those
comments.

We will post all comments we
receive, without change, to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
substantive verbal contact we receive
about this proposed AD.

Discussion

Structural fatigue damage is
progressive. It begins as minute cracks,
and those cracks grow under the action
of repeated stresses. This can happen
because of normal operational
conditions and design attributes, or
because of isolated situations or
incidents such as material defects, poor
fabrication quality, or corrosion pits,
dings, or scratches. Fatigue damage can
occur locally, in small areas or
structural design details, or globally.
Global fatigue damage is general
degradation of large areas of structure
with similar structural details and stress
levels. Multiple-site damage is global
damage that occurs in a large structural
element such as a single rivet line of a
lap splice joining two large skin panels.
Global damage can also occur in
multiple elements such as adjacent
frames or stringers. Multiple-site-
damage and multiple-element-damage
cracks are typically too small initially to
be reliably detected with normal
inspection methods. Without
intervention, these cracks will grow,
and eventually compromise the
structural integrity of the airplane, in a
condition known as WFD. As an
airplane ages, WFD will likely occur,
and will certainly occur if the airplane
is operated long enough without any
intervention.

The FAA’s WFD final rule (75 FR
69746, November 15, 2010) became
effective on January 14, 2011. The WFD
rule requires certain actions to prevent
structural failure due to WFD
throughout the operational life of
certain existing transport category
airplanes and all of these airplanes that
will be certificated in the future. For
existing and future airplanes subject to
the WFD rule, the rule requires that
DAHs establish a limit of validity (LOV)
of the engineering data that support the
structural maintenance program.
Operators affected by the WFD rule may
not fly an airplane beyond its LOV,
unless an extended LOV is approved.

The WFD rule (75 FR 69746,
November 15, 2010) does not require
identifying and developing maintenance
actions if the DAHs can show that such

actions are not necessary to prevent
WFD before the airplane reaches the
LOV. Many LOVs, however, do depend
on accomplishment of future
maintenance actions. As stated in the
WEFD rule, any maintenance actions
necessary to reach the LOV will be
mandated by airworthiness directives
through separate rulemaking actions.

In the context of WFD, this action is
necessary to enable DAHs to propose
LOVs that allow operators the longest
operational lives for their airplanes, and
still ensure that WFD will not occur.
This approach allows for an
implementation strategy that provides
flexibility to DAHs in determining the
timing of service information
development (with FAA approval),
while providing operators with certainty
regarding the LOV applicable to their
airplanes.

This proposed AD was prompted by
an evaluation by the DAH indicating
that the upper and lower wing skin
planks at the attachment of the MLG
ribs are subject to WFD. The root cause
of WFD is fatigue cracks manifesting
and growing simultaneously at similar
structural details and stress levels of the
upper and lower wing skin planks at the
attachment of the MLG ribs. Fatigue
cracking is increasingly likely as the
airplane is operated and aged, and
without intervention, fatigue cracking of
the upper and lower wing skin planks
at the attachment of the MLG ribs could
result in failure of the wing.

Related Service Information Under 1
CFR Part 51

We reviewed Lockheed Martin Electra
88 Service Bulletin 721, dated April 30,
2014. This service bulletin describes
procedures to do a bolt hole eddy
current (BHEC) inspection for cracking
and modification of the chordwise
fastener rows of the upper and lower
wing planks at the attachments to the
MLG ribs at wing-station (WS) 167 and
WS 209 by removing the original
fasteners and replacing them with new
first oversize fasteners of the same type
or approved substitute type for original
fasteners. Corrective actions include
repairing any cracking before further
flight. The compliance times for the
inspection and modification are
specified at the following times.

e For WS 167 lower: Before the
accumulation of 33,300 total flight
hours.

e For WS 167 upper: Before the
accumulation of 23,200 total flight
hours.

e For WS 209 lower: Before the
accumulation of 31,500 total flight
hours.
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e For WS 209 upper: Before the
accumulation of 35,400 total flight
hours.

This service information is reasonably
available; see ADDRESSES for ways to
access this service information.

FAA’s Determination

We are proposing this AD because we
evaluated all the relevant information
and determined the unsafe condition
described previously is likely to exist or
develop in other products of these same
type designs.

Proposed AD Requirements

This proposed AD would require
accomplishing the actions specified in
the service information described
previously, except as discussed under
“Differences Between this Proposed AD
and the Service Information.”

Differences Between This Proposed AD
and the Service Information

Operators should note that, although
the Accomplishment Instructions of
Lockheed Martin Electra 88 Service
Bulletin 721, dated April 30, 2014,
describe procedures for reporting any
damage detected to the manufacturer,
this proposed AD would not require
those actions.

Although Lockheed Martin Electra
Service Bulletin 88/721, dated April 30,
2014, specifies that operators may
contact the manufacturer for disposition
of certain repair conditions, this
proposed AD would require operators to
repair those conditions in accordance
with a method approved by the FAA.

ESTIMATED COSTS

Explanation of Compliance Time

The compliance time for the
modification specified in this proposed
AD for addressing WFD was established
to ensure that discrepant structure is
modified before WFD develops in
airplanes. Standard inspection
techniques cannot be relied on to detect
WEFD before it becomes a hazard to
flight. We will not grant any extensions
of the compliance time to complete any
AD-mandated service bulletin related to
WEFD without extensive new data that
would substantiate and clearly warrant
such an extension.

Costs of Compliance

We estimate that this proposed AD
affects 4 airplanes of U.S. registry.

We estimate the following costs to
comply with this proposed AD:

: Cost per Cost on U.S.
Action Labor cost Parts cost product operators
Inspection and Modification ...........cccccceevruneee 560 work-hours x $85 per hour = $47,600 .... $5,000 $52,600 $210,400

We have received no definitive data
that would enable us to provide cost
estimates for the on-condition actions
specified in this proposed AD.

Authority for This Rulemaking

Title 49 of the United States Code
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I,
section 106, describes the authority of
the FAA Administrator. Subtitle VII:
Aviation Programs, describes in more
detail the scope of the Agency’s
authority.

We are issuing this rulemaking under
the authority described in Subtitle VII,
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701:
“General requirements.” Under that
section, Congress charges the FAA with
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in
air commerce by prescribing regulations
for practices, methods, and procedures
the Administrator finds necessary for
safety in air commerce. This regulation
is within the scope of that authority
because it addresses an unsafe condition
that is likely to exist or develop on
products identified in this rulemaking
action.

Regulatory Findings

We determined that this proposed AD
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132. This
proposed AD would not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
Government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and

responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify this proposed regulation:

(1) Is not a “significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866,

(2) Is not a “significant rule” under
the DOT Regulatory Policies and
Procedures (44 FR 11034, February 26,
1979),

(3) Will not affect intrastate aviation
in Alaska, and

(4) Will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part
39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

m 1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding

the following new airworthiness

directive (AD):

Lockheed Martin Corporation/Lockheed
Martin Aeronautics Company: Docket

No. FAA-2015-0493; Directorate
Identifier 2014—-NM-184—AD.

(a) Comments Due Date

We must receive comments by May 8,
2015.

(b) Affected ADs

None.
(c) Applicability

This AD applies to Lockheed Martin
Corporation/Lockheed Martin Aeronautics
Company Model 188A and 188C airplanes,

certificated in any category, serial numbers
1001 and subsequent.

(d) Subject

Air Transport Association (ATA) of
America Code 57, Wings.

(e) Unsafe Condition

This AD was prompted by an evaluation by
the design approval holder (DAH) indicating
that the upper and lower wing skin planks
at the attachment of the main landing gear
(MLG) ribs at certain wing-stations are
subject to widespread fatigue damage (WFD).
We are issuing this AD to prevent fatigue
cracking of the upper and lower wing skin
planks at the attachment of the MLG ribs,
which could result in failure of the wing.

(f) Compliance

Comply with this AD within the
compliance times specified, unless already
done.
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(g) Inspection, Modification, and Corrective
Action

At the later of the times specified in
paragraphs (g)(1) and (g)(2) of this AD:
Remove the chordwise fastener rows of the
upper and lower wing planks at the
attachments to the MLG ribs at wing-station
(WS) 167 and WS 209; do a bolt hole eddy
current (BHEC) inspection to detect cracking
of the fastener rows; and replace the original
fasteners with new, first oversize fasteners; in
accordance with the Accomplishment
Instructions of Lockheed Martin Electra 88
Service Bulletin 721, dated April 30, 2014. If
any cracking is found during any inspection
required by this paragraph: Before further
flight, repair the cracking, in accordance with
the Accomplishment Instructions of
Lockheed Martin Electra 88 Service Bulletin
721, dated April 30, 2014.

(1) At the applicable time specified in table
1 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of
Lockheed Martin Electra 88 Service Bulletin
721, dated April 30, 2014. Where table 1 of
paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of Lockheed
Martin Electra 88 Service Bulletin 721, dated
April 30, 2014, specifies “Flt. Hrs,” this AD
specifies “total flight hours.”

(2) Within 365 days or 600 flight hours
after the effective date of this AD, whichever
occurs first.

(h) No Reporting

Although Lockheed Martin Electra 88
Service Bulletin 721, dated April 30, 2014,
specifies to submit certain information to the
manufacturer, this AD does not include that
requirement.

(i) Alternative Methods of Compliance
(AMOCs)

(1) The Manager, Atlanta ACO, FAA, has
the authority to approve AMOCGs for this AD,
if requested using the procedures found in 14
CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19,
send your request to your principal inspector
or local Flight Standards District Office, as
appropriate. If sending information directly
to the manager of the ACO, send it to the
attention of the person identified in
paragraph (j)(1) of this AD.

(2) Before using any approved AMOC,
notify your appropriate principal inspector,
or lacking a principal inspector, the manager
of the local flight standards district office/
certificate holding district office.

(j) Related Information

(1) For more information about this AD,
Carl Gray, Aerospace Engineer, Airframe
Branch, ACE-117A, FAA, Atlanta ACO, 1701
Columbia Avenue, College Park, GA 30337;
phone: 404-474-5554; fax: 404—474-5605;
email: carl.w.gray@faa.gov.

(2) For service information identified in
this AD, contact Lockheed Martin
Corporation/Lockheed Martin Aeronautics
Company, Airworthiness Office, Dept. 6A0M,
Zone 0252, Column P-58, 86 S. Cobb Drive,
Marietta, GA 30063; telephone 770-494—
5444; fax 770-494-5445; email
ams.portal@Imco.com; Internet http://
www.lockheedmartin.com/ams/tools/
TechPubs.html. You may view this service
information at the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton,

WA. For information on the availability of
this material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on March
12, 2015.

Jeffrey E. Duven,

Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06576 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2015-0492; Directorate
Identifier 2014-NM-232-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64
Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier,
Inc. Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-2C10
(Regional Jet Series 700, 701, & 702),
CL-600-2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705),
and CL-600-2D24 (Regional Jet Series
900) airplanes. This proposed AD was
prompted by reports of a disconnect
between the elevator lever and control
rod. This proposed AD would require
replacement of left and right fixed
control rods and lever assemblies of the
elevator control system. We are
proposing this AD to prevent a
disconnect between the elevator lever
and control rod, which could lead to un-
commanded elevator movement of the
associated control surface, a large
difference between the position of the
left and the right elevator control
surface, and consequent reduced
controllability of the airplane and
degradation of the structural integrity of
the horizontal stabilizer.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by May 8, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments,
using the procedures found in 14 CFR
11.43 and 11.45, by any of the following
methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Fax:202-493-2251.

e Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations,
M-30, West Building Ground Floor,
Room W12-140, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue SE., Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations,
M-30, West Building Ground Floor,
Room W12-140, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue SE., Washington, DC, between 9
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Bombardier,
Inc., 400 Cote Vertu Road West, Dorval,
Québec H4S 1Y9, Canada; telephone
514—855-5000; fax 514—855—7401; email
thd.crj@aero.bombardier.com; Internet
http://www.bombardier.com. You may
view this referenced service information
at the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW.,
Renton, WA. For information on the
availability of this material at the FAA,
call 425-227-1221.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0492; or in person at the Docket
Management Facility between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatory evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Operations
office (telephone 800-647-5527) is in
the ADDRESSES section. Comments will
be available in the AD docket shortly
after receipt.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cesar Gomez, Aerospace Engineer,
Airframe and Mechanical Systems
Branch, ANE-171, FAA, New York
Aircraft Certification Office (ACO), 1600
Stewart Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury,
NY 11590; telephone 516—228-7318; fax
516—794-5531.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or arguments about
this proposed AD. Send your comments
to an address listed under the
ADDRESSES section. Include “Docket No.
FAA-2015-0492; Directorate Identifier
2014-NM-232—-AD" at the beginning of
your comments. We specifically invite
comments on the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy
aspects of this proposed AD. We will
consider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
proposed AD based on those comments.

We will post all comments we
receive, without change, to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
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substantive verbal contact we receive
about this proposed AD.

Discussion

Transport Canada Civil Aviation
(TCCA), which is the aviation authority
for Canada, has issued Canadian
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014—44,
dated December 9, 2014 (referred to
after this as the Mandatory Continuing
Airworthiness Information, or ‘“‘the
MCATI”’), to correct an unsafe condition
for certain Bombardier, Inc. Model CL—
600—2C10 (Regional Jet Series 700, 701,
& 702), CL-600—-2D15 (Regional Jet
Series 705), and CL-600—2D24 (Regional
Jet Series 900) airplanes. The MCAI
states:

During an engineering review of the
Elevator Control system, it was discovered
that a disconnect between the elevator lever
and control rod could lead to uncommanded
elevator movement of the associated control
surface. This uncommanded movement may
cause a large difference between the position
of the left and the right elevator control
surface resulting in reduced controllability of
the aeroplane and degradation of the
structural integrity of the horizontal
stabilizer.

This [Canadian] AD mandates the
replacement of the existing elevator lever
assemblies and control rods with newly
designed ones, which will prevent a
disconnect between the components of the
elevator control system should a failure
occur.

You may examine the MCAI in the
AD docket on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0492.

Related Service Information Under 1
CFR Part 51

Bombardier, Inc. has issued Service
Bulletin 670BA-17-062, Revision B,
dated October 10, 2014. This service
information describes procedures for
replacing the elevator lever assemblies
and control rods. The actions described
in this service information are intended
to correct the unsafe condition
identified in the MCAI. This service
information is reasonably available; see
ADDRESSES for ways to access this
service information.

FAA'’s Determination and Requirements
of This Proposed AD

This product has been approved by
the aviation authority of another
country, and is approved for operation
in the United States. Pursuant to our
bilateral agreement with the State of
Design Authority, we have been notified
of the unsafe condition described in the
MCAI and service information
referenced above. We are proposing this
AD because we evaluated all pertinent

information and determined an unsafe
condition exists and is likely to exist or
develop on other products of these same
type designs.

Costs of Compliance

We estimate that this proposed AD
affects 400 airplanes of U.S. registry.

We also estimate that it would take
about 14 work-hours per product to
comply with the basic requirements of
this proposed AD. The average labor
rate is $85 per work-hour. Required
parts would cost about $6,712 per
product. Based on these figures, we
estimate the cost of this proposed AD on
U.S. operators to be $3,160,800, or
$7,902 per product.

Authority for This Rulemaking

Title 49 of the United States Code
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I,
section 106, describes the authority of
the FAA Administrator. ““Subtitle VII:
Aviation Programs,” describes in more
detail the scope of the Agency’s
authority.

We are issuing this rulemaking under
the authority described in ““Subtitle VII,
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701:
General requirements.” Under that
section, Congress charges the FAA with
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in
air commerce by prescribing regulations
for practices, methods, and procedures
the Administrator finds necessary for
safety in air commerce. This regulation
is within the scope of that authority
because it addresses an unsafe condition
that is likely to exist or develop on
products identified in this rulemaking
action.

Regulatory Findings

We determined that this proposed AD
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132. This
proposed AD would not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
Government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify this proposed regulation:

1. Is not a “‘significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866;

2. Is not a “significant rule”” under the
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979);

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in
Alaska; and

4. Will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part
39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

m 1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

AUTHORITY: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding
the following new airworthiness
directive (AD):

Bombardier, Inc.: Docket No. FAA-2015—
0492; Directorate Identifier 2014—NM—
232—-AD.

(a) Comments Due Date

We must receive comments by May 8,
2015.

(b) Affected ADs

None.

(c) Applicability

(1) This AD applies to the airplanes,
certificated in any category, identified in
paragraphs (c)(1)(i) and (c)(1)(ii) of this AD.

(i) Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-2C10
(Regional Jet Series 700, 701, & 702)
airplanes, serial number (S/N) 10002 through
10337 inclusive.

(ii) Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-2D15
(Regional Jet Series 705) and CL-600—2D24
(Regional Jet Series 900) airplanes, S/N 15001
through 15298 inclusive.

(d) Subject

Air Transport Association (ATA) of
America Code 27, Flight controls.

(e) Reason

This AD was prompted by reports of a
disconnect between the elevator lever and
control rod. We are issuing this AD to
prevent a disconnect between the elevator
lever and control rod, which could lead to
un-commanded elevator movement of the
associated control surface, a large difference
between the position of the left and the right
elevator control surface, and consequent
reduced controllability of the airplane and
degradation of the structural integrity of the
horizontal stabilizer.

(f) Compliance

Comply with this AD within the
compliance times specified, unless already
done.

(g) Replacement of Elevator Lever
Assemblies and Control Rods

Within 9,200 flight hours or 5 years,
whichever occurs first, after the effective date
of this AD: Replace the left and right fixed
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control rods and lever assemblies of the
elevator control system with newly designed
control rods and lever assemblies, in
accordance with the Accomplishment
Instructions of Bombardier, Inc. Service
Bulletin 670BA—-27-062, Revision B, dated
October 10, 2014.

(h) Credit for Previous Actions

This paragraph provides credit for actions
required by paragraph (g) of this AD, if those
actions were performed before the effective
date of this AD using Bombardier Service
Bulletin 670BA-27-062, dated December 12,
2013; or Bombardier Service Bulletin 670BA—
27-062, Revision A, dated April 1, 2014.

(i) Other FAA AD Provisions

The following provisions also apply to this
AD:

(1) Alternative Methods of Compliance
(AMOCs): The Manager, New York Aircraft
Certification Office (ACO), ANE-170, FAA,
has the authority to approve AMOG:s for this
AD, if requested using the procedures found
in 14 CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR
39.19, send your request to your principal
inspector or local Flight Standards District
Office, as appropriate. If sending information
directly to the ACO, send it to ATTN:
Program Manager, Continuing Operational
Safety, FAA, New York ACO, 1600 Stewart
Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury, NY 11590;
telephone 516—228-7300; fax 516—794-5531.
Before using any approved AMOC, notify
your appropriate principal inspector, or
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of
the local flight standards district office/
certificate holding district office. The AMOC
approval letter must specifically reference
this AD.

(2) Contacting the Manufacturer: For any
requirement in this AD to obtain corrective
actions from a manufacturer, the action must
be accomplished using a method approved
by the Manager, New York ACO, ANE-170,
FAA; or Transport Canada Civil Aviation
(TCCA); or Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA Design
Approval Organization (DAO). If approved by
the DAO, the approval must include the
DAO-authorized signature.

(j) Related Information

(1) Refer to Mandatory Continuing
Airworthiness Information (MCAI) Canadian
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014—44, dated
December 9, 2014, for related information.
This MCAI may be found in the AD docket
on the Internet at http://www.regulations.gov
by searching for and locating Docket No.
FAA-2015-0492.

(2) For service information identified in
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., 400 Cote
Vertu Road West, Dorval, Québec H4S 1Y9,
Canada; telephone 514-855-5000; fax 514—
855-7401; email thd.crj@
aero.bombardier.com; Internet http://
www.bombardier.com. You may view this
service information at the FAA, Transport
Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW.,
Renton, WA. For information on the
availability of this material at the FAA, call
425-227-1221.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on March
12, 2015.

Jeffrey E. Duven,

Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06563 Filed 3—-23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. FAA-2015-0669; Directorate
Identifier 2013-SW-038-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Helicopters Deutschland GmbH
(Previously Eurocopter Deutschland
GmbH) Helicopters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive (AD) for Airbus
Helicopters Deutschland GmbH (AHD)
(previously Eurocopter Deutschland
GmbH) Model MBB-BK 117 A-1, A-3,
A-4,B-1,B-2,C-1, and C-2
helicopters. This proposed AD would
require an initial and recurring
inspection of the N2 control arm and,
depending on the outcome of the
inspection, repairing or replacing the N2
control arm. This proposed AD is
prompted by a report of a heavily
corroded and broken N2 control arm.
The proposed actions are intended to
detect corrosion, a crack, or a scratch in
the N2 control arm, which could lead to
failure of the N2 control arm, a drop in
rotor speed, and subsequent loss of
control of the helicopter.

DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by May 26, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments by
any of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Docket: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
online instructions for sending your
comments electronically.

e Fax:202—-493-2251.

e Mail: Send comments to the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Docket
Operations, M—30, West Building
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington,
DC 20590-0001.

o Hand Delivery: Deliver to the
““Mail” address between 9 a.m. and 5
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov or in person at the
Docket Operations Office between 9
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays. The AD
docket contains this proposed AD, the
European Aviation Safety Agency
(EASA) AD, the economic evaluation,
any comments received, and other
information. The street address for the
Docket Operations Office (telephone
800-647-5527) is in the ADDRESSES
section. Comments will be available in
the AD docket shortly after receipt.

For service information identitied in
this proposed AD, contact Airbus
Helicopters, Inc., 2701 N. Forum Drive,
Grand Prairie, TX 75052; telephone
(972) 641-0000 or (800) 232—0323; fax
(972) 641-3775; or at http://
www.airbushelicopters.com/techpub.
You may review the referenced service
information at the FAA, Office of the
Regional Counsel, Southwest Region,
2601 Meacham Blvd., Room 663, Fort
Worth, Texas 76137. It is also available
on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov by searching for
and locating Docket No. FAA-2015—
0669.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James Blyn, Aviation Safety Engineer,
Regulations and Policy Group,
Rotorcraft Directorate, FAA, 2601
Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth, Texas
76137; telephone (817) 222—-5110; email
james.blyn@faa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

We invite you to participate in this
rulemaking by submitting written
comments, data, or views. We also
invite comments relating to the
economic, environmental, energy, or
federalism impacts that might result
from adopting the proposals in this
document. The most helpful comments
reference a specific portion of the
proposal, explain the reason for any
recommended change, and include
supporting data. To ensure the docket
does not contain duplicate comments,
commenters should send only one copy
of written comments, or if comments are
filed electronically, commenters should
submit only one time.

We will file in the docket all
comments that we receive, as well as a
report summarizing each substantive
public contact with FAA personnel
concerning this proposed rulemaking.
Before acting on this proposal, we will
consider all comments we receive on or
before the closing date for comments.
We will consider comments filed after
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the comment period has closed if it is
possible to do so without incurring
expense or delay. We may change this
proposal in light of the comments we
receive.

Discussion

EASA, which is the Technical Agent
for the Member States of the European
Union, issued EASA AD No. 2013-0154,
dated July 22, 2013, to correct an unsafe
condition for Eurocopter Deutschland
GmbH (now AHD) Model MBB-BK117
A-1, A-3, A—4, B-1,B-2,C-1, and
C-2 helicopters. EASA advises of an
incident with a Model MBB-BK117
C-2 helicopter that dropped rotor speed
(RPM) within the green range and could
not be recovered to nominal value.
According to EASA, an inspection of the
engine N2 control system revealed a
heavily corroded and broken N2 control
arm. EASA advises that under certain
flight conditions and power demands, a
broken N2 control arm can cause a
significant and non-recoverable drop in
RPM. As aresult, EASA AD No. 2013—
0154 requires an initial and repetitive
inspection of the N2 control arm for
corrosion, damage, and scratches, and
depending on the outcome of the
inspection, repairing or replacing the N2
control arm.

FAA’s Determination

These helicopters have been approved
by the aviation authority of Germany
and are approved for operation in the
United States. Pursuant to our bilateral
agreement with Germany, EASA, its
technical representative, has notified us
of the unsafe condition described in its
AD. We are proposing this AD because
we evaluated all known relevant
information and determined that an
unsafe condition is likely to exist or
develop on other products of the same
type design.

Related Service Information Under 1
CFR part 51

Eurocopter issued Alert Service
Bulletin (ASB) MBB-BK117-60A—126
for Model MBB-BK 117 A-1, A-3, A—
4, B—1, B-2, and C-1 helicopters, and
ASB MBB-BK117 C-2-6A—-005 for
Model MBB-BK 117 C-2 helicopters,
both Revision 0, and both dated June 24,
2013. The Eurocopter ASBs specify
inspecting the N2 control arm for
corrosion, damage, and scratches and,
depending on the outcome of the
inspection, either repairing or replacing
the affected parts. The Eurocopter ASBs
also specify performing the inspection
with each 12-month inspection until the
N2 inspection requirements are
incorporated into the aircraft
maintenance manual. This service

information is reasonably available; see
ADDRESSES for ways to access this
service information.

Proposed AD Requirements

This proposed AD would require
repetitive visual inspections of the N2
control arm for corrosion, a crack, or a
scratch. This proposed AD would
require repairing any N2 control arm
with corrosion or a scratch less than
0.020 inch in depth and replacing any
N2 control arm with exfoliation
corrosion, a crack, or with corrosion or
a scratch 0.020 inch or greater in depth.

Differences Between This Proposed AD
and the EASA AD

The EASA AD allows a
noncumulative tolerance of 3 months in
the compliance time for the initial
inspection on helicopters with less than
2 years from the date of first flight and
for the repetitive inspections, and this
proposed AD would not.

Costs of Compliance

We estimate that this proposed AD
would affect 441 helicopters of U.S.
Registry. We estimate that operators
may incur the following costs in order
to comply with this AD. Labor costs are
estimated at $85 per work-hour.
Inspecting the N2 control arm would
require about one work-hour for an
estimated cost of $85 per helicopter and
$37,485 for the U.S. fleet per inspection
cycle. Repairing the N2 control arm
would require about four work-hours for
an estimated labor cost of $340.
Replacing the N2 control arm would
require about three work-hours for an
estimated labor cost of $255. Parts to
replace the N2 control arm for Model
MBB-BK 117 A-1, A-3, A—4, B-1, B-2,
and C-1 helicopters would cost about
$2,743 for a total estimated cost of
$2,998. Parts to replace the N2 control
arm for a Model MBB-BK 117 C-2
helicopter would cost about $4,500 for
a total estimated cost of $4,755.

Authority for This Rulemaking

Title 49 of the United States Code
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I,
section 106, describes the authority of
the FAA Administrator. “Subtitle VII:
Aviation Programs,” describes in more
detail the scope of the Agency’s
authority.

We are issuing this rulemaking under
the authority described in ““Subtitle VII,
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701:
General requirements.” Under that
section, Congress charges the FAA with
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in
air commerce by prescribing regulations
for practices, methods, and procedures

the Administrator finds necessary for
safety in air commerce. This regulation
is within the scope of that authority
because it addresses an unsafe condition
that is likely to exist or develop on
products identified in this rulemaking
action.

Regulatory Findings

We determined that this proposed AD
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132. This
proposed AD would not have a
substantial direct effect on the States, on
the relationship between the national
Government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed, I certify
this proposed regulation:

1. Is not a “significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866;

2. Is not a “significant rule” under the
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979);

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in
Alaska to the extent that it justifies
making a regulatory distinction; and

4. Will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

We prepared an economic evaluation
of the estimated costs to comply with
this proposed AD and placed it in the
AD docket.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part
39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

m 1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701,

§39.13 [Amended]

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding

the following new airworthiness

directive (AD):

Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH
(AHD) (Previously Eurocopter
Deutschland GmbH): Docket No. FAA—
2015-0669; Directorate Identifier 2013—
SW-038-AD.

(a) Applicability
This AD applies to AHD Model MBB-BK

117 A-1, A-3, A—4, B-1, B-2, C-1, and C-
2 helicopters, certificated in any category.
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(b) Unsafe Condition

This AD defines the unsafe condition as
corrosion, a crack, or a scratch on an N2
control arm. This condition could lead to
failure of the N2 control arm, resulting in a
reduction in rotor speed and subsequent loss
of control of the helicopter.

(c) Comments Due Date

We must receive comments by May 26,
2015.

(d) Compliance

You are responsible for performing each
action required by this AD within the
specified compliance time unless it has
already been accomplished prior to that time.

(e) Required Actions

For helicopters that have not reached 2
years from the date of first flight, within 1
year or before reaching 2 years from the date
of first flight, whichever occurs first; and for
helicopters that have reached or exceeded 2
years from the date of first flight, within 50
hours TIS:

(1) Visually inspect each N2 control arm
for corrosion, a crack, and a scratch as
depicted in Figure 1 of Eurocopter Alert
Service Bulletin (ASB) MBB-BK117—-60A—
126 or ASB MBB-BK117 C-2-76A-005, both
Revision 0 and both dated June 24, 2013, as
applicable to your model helicopter.

(i) If an N2 control arm has corrosion or a
scratch less than 0.5 millimeter (mm) (0.020
inch) in depth, before further flight, remove
the corrosion and repair the scratch.

(ii) If an N2 control arm has any exfoliation
corrosion, a crack, or has corrosion or a
scratch 0.5 mm (0.020 inch) or greater in
depth, before further flight, replace the N2
control arm.

(2) Thereafter, perform the requirements in
paragraph (e)(1) of this AD at intervals not to
exceed 12 months.

(f) Alternative Methods of Compliance
(AMOCs)

(1) The Manager, Safety Management
Group, FAA, may approve AMOCs for this
AD. Send your proposal to: James Blyn,
Aviation Safety Engineer, Regulations and
Policy Group, Rotorcraft Directorate, FAA,
2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth, Texas
76137; telephone (817) 222-5110; email
james.blyn@faa.gov.

(2) For operations conducted under a 14
CFR part 119 operating certificate or under
14 CFR part 91, subpart K, we suggest that
you notify your principal inspector, or
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of
the local flight standards district office or
certificate holding district office before
operating any aircraft complying with this
AD through an AMOC.

(g) Additional Information

The subject of this AD is addressed in
European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) AD
No. 2013-0154, dated July 22, 2013. You may
view the EASA AD on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov in Docket No.
FAA-2015-0669.

(h) Subject

Joint Aircraft Service Component (JASC)
Code: Engine Controls, 7600.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on March 17,
2015.

Lance T. Gant,

Acting Directorate Manager, Rotorcraft
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06567 Filed 3—-23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Parts 100 and 165

[Docket No. USCG-2014-0865]

RIN 1625-AA08; 1625-AA00

Special Local Regulations and Safety
Zones; Recurring Marine Events Held

in the Coast Guard Sector Northern
New England Captain of the Port Zone

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard proposes to
update special local regulations and
permanent safety zones in the Coast
Guard Sector Northern New England
Captain of the Port Zone for annual
recurring marine events. When
enforced, these proposed special local
regulations and safety zones would
restrict vessels from portions of water
areas during certain annually recurring
events. The proposed special local
regulations and safety zones are
intended to expedite public notification
and ensure the protection of the
maritime public and event participants
from the hazards associated with certain
maritime events.

DATES: Comments and related material
must be received by the Coast Guard on
or before April 23, 2015. Requests for
public meetings must be received by the
Coast Guard on or before April 14, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
identified by docket number USCG—
2014-0865 using any one of the
following methods:

(1) Federal eRulemaking Portal:
http://www.regulations.gov.

(2) Fax: 202-493-2251.

(3) Mail or Delivery: Docket
Management Facility (M—30), U.S.
Department of Transportation, West
Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140,
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590-0001. Deliveries
accepted between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except federal
holidays. The telephone number is (202)
366-9329.

See the “Public Participation and
Request for Comments” portion of the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section

below for instructions on submitting
comments. To avoid duplication, please
use only one of these four methods.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If
you have questions on this proposed
rule, call or email Chief Marine Science
Technician Chris Bains, Waterways
Management Division at Coast Guard
Sector Northern New England,
telephone (207) 347-5003, email
Chris.D.Bains@uscg.mil. If you have
questions on viewing or submitting
material to the docket, call Cheryl
Collins, Program Manager, Docket
Operations, telephone (202) 366—9826.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Table of Acronyms

COTP Captain of the Port

DHS Department of Homeland Security
FR Federal Register

NPRM Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

A. Public Participation and Request for
Comments

We encourage you to participate in
this rulemaking by submitting
comments and related materials. All
comments received will be posted
without change to http://
www.regulations.gov and will include
any personal information you have
provided.

1. Submitting Comments

If you submit a comment, please
include the docket number for this
rulemaking (USCG-2014-0865),
indicate the specific section of this
document to which each comment
applies, and provide a reason for each
suggestion or recommendation. You
may submit your comments and
material online (via http://
www.regulations.gov) or by fax, mail, or
hand delivery, but please use only one
of these means. If you submit a
comment online via
www.regulations.gov, it will be
considered received by the Coast Guard
when you successfully transmit the
comment. If you fax, hand deliver, or
mail your comment, it will be
considered as having been received by
the Coast Guard when it is received at
the Docket Management Facility. We
recommend that you include your name
and a mailing address, an email address,
or a telephone number in the body of
your document so that we can contact
you if we have questions regarding your
submission.

To submit your comment online, go to
http://www.regulations.gov, type the
docket number [USCG-2014—-0865] in
the “SEARCH” box and click
“SEARCH.” Click on “Submit a
Comment” on the line associated with
this rulemaking.


http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
mailto:Chris.D.Bains@uscg.mil
http://www.regulations.gov
mailto:james.blyn@faa.gov
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If you submit your comments by mail
or hand delivery, submit them in an
unbound format, no larger than 8- by
11 inches, suitable for copying and
electronic filing. If you submit
comments by mail and would like to
know that they reached the Facility,
please enclose a stamped, self-addressed
postcard or envelope. We will consider
all comments and material received
during the comment period and may
change the rule based on your
comments.

2. Viewing Comments and Documents

To view comments, as well as
documents mentioned in this preamble
as being available in the docket, go to
http://www.regulations.gov, type the
docket number (USCG—2014—0865) in
the “SEARCH” box and click
“SEARCH.” Click on Open Docket
Folder on the line associated with this
rulemaking. You may also visit the
Docket Management Facility in Room
W12-140 on the ground floor of the
Department of Transportation West
Building, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

3. Privacy Act

Anyone can search the electronic
form of comments received into any of
our dockets by the name of the
individual submitting the comment (or
signing the comment, if submitted on
behalf of an association, business, labor
union, etc.). You may review a Privacy
Act notice regarding our public dockets
in the January 17, 2008, issue of the
Federal Register (73 FR 3316).

4. Public Meeting

We do not now plan to hold a public
meeting. But you may submit a request
for one using one of the four methods
specified under ADDRESSES. Please
explain why you believe a public
meeting would be beneficial. If we
determine that one would aid this
rulemaking, we will hold one at a time
and place announced by a later notice
in the Federal Register.

B. Regulatory History and Information

The two regulatory sections that the
Coast Guard proposes to amend were
originally established in 2011. The final
rule for 33 CFR 100.120 and 165.171
was published on March 30, 2011 (76
FR 17532 and 76 FR 17537). The final
rule was created in order to reduce
administrative overhead, expedite
public notification of events, and ensure
the protection of the maritime public
during approximately 180 marine events
in the Sector Northern New England

area. Each year since these two sections
were created, the table in each
regulatory section has been updated to
reflect changes in regular recurring
events, such as additions or deletions of
events or updates to pertinent event
details. The Coast Guard has received
no comments from the public since

these two sections were originally
established.

C. Basis and Purpose

The legal basis for the proposed rule
is 33 U.S.C. 1231; 50 U.S.C. 191; 33 CFR
1.05-1, 6.04—1, 6.04—6, and 160.5; and
Department of Homeland Security
Delegation No. 0170.1, which
collectively authorize the Coast Guard
to establish safety zones and special
local regulations.

Swim events, fireworks displays, and
marine events are held on an annual
recurring basis on the navigable waters
within the Coast Guard Sector Northern
New England COTP Zone. In the past,
the Coast Guard has established special
local regulations, regulated areas, and
safety zones for these annual recurring
events on a case by case basis to ensure
the protection of the maritime public
and event participants from the hazards
associated with these events. As
mentioned above, the Coast Guard has
not received public comments or
concerns regarding the impact to
waterway traffic from the Coast Guard’s
regulations associated with these
annually recurring events. In the past
year, events were assessed for their
likelihood to recur in subsequent years
or to discontinue, and were added to or
deleted from the tables accordingly. In
addition, minor changes to existing
events were made to ensure the
accuracy of event details.

D. Discussion of Proposed Rule

The Coast Guard proposes to amend
33 CFR 100.120 (Special Local
Regulations) and 33 CFR 165.171 (Safety
Zones). The proposed rule would
update the tables of annual recurring
events in the existing regulations for the
Coast Guard Sector Northern New
England COTP Zone. The tables provide
the event name, sponsor, and type, as
well as approximate times, dates, and
locations of the events. Advanced
public notification of specific times,
dates, regulated areas, and enforcement
periods for each event will be provided
through appropriate means, which may
include, but are not limited to, the Local
Notice to Mariners, Broadcast Notice to
Mariners, or a Notice of Enforcement
published in the Federal Register at
least 30 days prior to the event date. If
an event does not have a date and time
listed in this regulation, then the precise

dates and times of the enforcement
period for that event will be announced
through a Local Notice to Mariners and,
if time permits, a Notice of Enforcement
in the Federal Register.

E. Regulatory Analyses

The Coast Guard developed this
proposed rule after considering
numerous statutes and executive orders
related to rulemaking. Below we
summarize our analyses based on these
statutes or executive orders.

1. Regulatory Planning and Review

This proposed rule is not a significant
regulatory action under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review, as supplemented
by Executive Order 13563, and does not
require an assessment of potential costs
and benefits under section 6(a)(3) of that
Order. The Office of Management and
Budget has not reviewed it under that
Order.

We expect the economic impact of
this proposed rule to be minimal.
Although this regulation may have some
impact on the public, the potential
impact will be minimized for the
following reasons: the Coast Guard is
only modifying an existing regulation to
account for new information.

2. Impact on Small Entities

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612, as amended,
requires federal agencies to consider the
potential impact of regulations on small
entities during rulemaking. The term
“small entities” comprises small
businesses, not-for-profit organizations
that are independently owned and
operated and are not dominant in their
fields, and governmental jurisdictions
with populations of less than 50,000.
The Coast Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C.
605(b) that this proposed rule will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

This proposed rule would affect the
following entities, some of which might
be small entities: Owners or operators of
vessels intending to transit, fish, or
anchor in the areas where the listed
annual recurring events are being held.
The proposed rule would not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities for all of the
same reasons discussed in the
Regulatory Planning and Review section
above.

If you think that your business,
organization, or governmental
jurisdiction qualifies as a small entity
and that this rule would have a
significant economic impact on it,
please submit a comment (see
ADDRESSES) explaining why you think it


http://www.regulations.gov

15534

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 56 /Tuesday, March 24, 2015/Proposed Rules

qualifies and how and to what degree
this rule would economically affect it.

3. Assistance for Small Entities

Under section 213(a) of the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121),
we want to assist small entities in
understanding this proposed rule so that
they can better evaluate its effects on
them and participate in the rulemaking.
If the rule would affect your small
business, organization, or governmental
jurisdiction and you have questions
concerning its provisions or options for
compliance, please contact the person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. The Coast Guard will not
retaliate against small entities that
question or complain about this
proposed rule or any policy or action of
the Coast Guard.

4. Collection of Information

This proposed rule would call for no
new collection of information under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501-3520).

5. Federalism

A rule has implications for federalism
under Executive Order 13132,
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct
effect on the States, on the relationship
between the national government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. We have
analyzed this proposed rule under that
Order and have determined that it does
not have implications for federalism.

6. Protest Activities

The Coast Guard respects the First
Amendment rights of protesters.
Protesters are asked to contact the
person listed in the FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section to
coordinate protest activities so that your
message can be received without
jeopardizing the safety or security of
people, places or vessels.

7. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulatory actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or tribal government, in the

aggregate, or by the private sector of
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or
more in any one year. Though this
proposed rule would not result in such
expenditure, we do discuss the effects of
this rule elsewhere in this preamble.

8. Taking of Private Property

This proposed rule would not cause a
taking of private property or otherwise
have taking implications under
Executive Order 12630, Governmental
Actions and Interference with
Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights.

9. Civil Justice Reform

This proposed rule meets applicable
standards in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice
Reform, to minimize litigation,
eliminate ambiguity, and reduce
burden.

10. Protection of Children From
Environmental Health Risks

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks. This rulemaking is not an
economically significant rule and would
not create an environmental risk to
health or risk to safety that might
disproportionately affect children.

11. Indian Tribal Governments

This proposed rule does not have
tribal implications under Executive
Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, because it would not have
a substantial direct effect on one or
more Indian tribes, on the relationship
between the Federal Government and
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes.

12. Energy Effects

This proposed rule is not a
“significant energy action’”” under
Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use.

13. Technical Standards

This proposed rule does not use
technical standards. Therefore, we did
not consider the use of voluntary
consensus standards.

TABLE TO §100.120

14. Environment

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Department of Homeland
Security Management Directive 023—-01
and Commandant Instruction
M16475.1D, which guide the Coast
Guard in complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA)(42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and
have made a preliminary determination
that this action is one of a category of
actions that do not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on
the human environment.

A preliminary environmental analysis
checklist supporting this determination
will be available in the docket where
indicated under ADDRESSES. This
proposed rule involves water activities
including swimming events and
fireworks displays. This rule may be
categorically excluded, under figure 2—
1, paragraph (34)(g) (Safety Zones) and
(34)(h) (Special Local Regulations) of
the Instruction. We seek any comments
or information that may lead to the
discovery of a significant environmental
impact from this proposed rule.

List of Subjects
33 CFR Part 100

Marine safety, Navigation (water),
Reporting and record-keeping
requirements, Waterways.

33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marine Safety, Navigation
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures,
Waterways.

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to
amend 33 CFR parts 100 and 165 as
follows:

PART 100—SAFETY OF LIFE ON
NAVIGABLE WATERS

m 1. The authority citation for Part 100
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1233.

m 2.In §100.120, revise the table to read
as follows:

§100.120 Special Local Regulations;
Marine Events Held in the Coast Guard
Sector Northern New England COTP Zone.

* * * * *

5.0

May occur May through September

5.1 Tall Ships Visiting Portsmouth

e Event Type: Regatta and Boat Parade
e Sponsor: Portsmouth Maritime Commission, Inc.
e Date: A four day event from Friday through Monday.*
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e Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 8:00 pm each day
e Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Portsmouth Har-
bor, New Hampshire in the vicinity of Castle Island within the fol-
lowing points (NAD 83):
43°03'11” N, 070°42'26” W.
43°03'18” N, 070°41'51” W.
43°04'42” N, 070°42’11” W.
43°04'28” N, 070°44’12” W.
43°05’36” N, 070°45'56” W.
43°05'29” N, 070°46°09” W.
43°04'19” N, 070°44’16” W.
43°04'22” N, 070°42'33” W.

6.0

JUNE

6.1 Bar Harbor Blessing of the Fleet

6.2 Charlie Begin Memorial Lobster Boat Races

6.3 Rockland Harbor Lobster Boat Races

6.4 Windjammer Days Parade of Ships

6.5 Bass Harbor Blessing of the Fleet Lobster Boat Race

6.6 Long Island Lobster Boat Race

o Event Type: Regatta and Boat Parade
e Sponsor: Town of Bar Harbor, Maine
e Date: A one day event between the 15th of May and the 15th of
June.”
e Time (Approximate): 12:00 pm to 1:30 pm
e Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Bar Harbor,
Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
44°23'32” N, 068°12'19” W.
44°23'30” N, 068°12'00” W.
44°23'37” N, 068°12'00” W.
44°23'35” N, 068°12'19” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Boothbay Harbor Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event in June.*
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Boothbay Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of John’s Island within the following points (NAD
83):
43°50'04” N, 069°38'37” W.
43°50'54” N, 069°38'06” W.
43°50'49” N, 069°37°50” W.
43°50’00” N, 069°38'20” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Rockland Harbor Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event in June.*
Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 5:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Rockland Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of the Rockland Breakwater Light within the fol-
lowing points (NAD 83):
44°05'59” N, 069°04'53” W.
44°06'43” N, 069°05'25” W.
44°06'50” N, 069°0505” W.
44°06'05” N, 069°04'34” W.
Event Type: Tall Ship Parade
Sponsor: Boothbay Region Chamber of Commerce
Date: A one day event in June.*
Time (Approximate): 12:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Boothbay Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of Tumbler's Island within the following points
(NAD 83):
43°51’02” N, 069°37°33” W.
43°50'47” N, 069°37°31” W.
43°50"23” N, 069°37'57” W.
43°50'01” N, 069°37°45” W.
43°50'01” N, 069°38'31” W.
43°50"25” N, 069°38'25” W.
43°50'49” N, 069°37°45” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Tremont Congregational Church
Date: A one day event in June.*
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Bass Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of Lopaus Point within the following points (NAD
83):
44°13'28” N 068°21'59” W.
44°13'20” N 068°21’40” W.
44°14’05” N 068°20'55” W.
44°14’12” N 068°21'14” W.
e Event Type: Power Boat Race
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e Sponsor: Long Island Lobster Boat Race Committee
e Date: A one day event in June.”
o Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
e Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Casco Bay,
Maine in the vicinity of Great Ledge Cove and Dorseys Cove off the
north west coast of Long Island, Maine within the following points
(NAD 83):
43°41'59” N, 070°08'59” W.
43°42'04” N, 070°09'10” W.
43°41’41” N, 070°09'38” W.
43°41’36” N, 070°09'30” W.
7.0 JULY
7.1 Moosabec Lobster Boat Races ..........ccccooovviiiiiiiiiniiccieceeeen e Event Type: Power Boat Race

7.2 The Great Race

7.3 Searsport Lobster Boat Races

7.4 Stonington Lobster Boat Races ............ccoccoviiiiiiiiiiiiie,

7.5 Mayor’'s Cup Regatta

7.6 The Challenge Race

Sponsor: Moosabec Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event held near July 4th.*
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 12:30 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Jonesport, Maine
within the following points (NAD 83):
44°31'21” N, 067°36'44” W.
44°31'36” N, 067°36'47” W.
44°31'44” N, 067°35’36” W.
44°31'29” N, 067°35'33” W.
e Event Type: Rowing and Paddling Boat Race
e Sponsor: Franklin County Chamber of Commerce
e Date: A one day event on a Sunday between the 15th of August and
the 15th of September.*
e Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 12:30 pm
e Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Lake Champlain
in the vicinity of Saint Albans Bay within the following points (NAD
83):
44°47°18” N, 073°1027” W.
44°47'10” N, 073°08'51” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Searsport Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day in July.”
Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 4:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Searsport Har-
bor, Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
44°26'50” N, 068°5520” W.
44°27'04” N, 068°5526” W.
44°27'12” N, 068°54'35” W.
44°26'59” N, 068°54'29” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Stonington Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 am to 3:30 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Stonington,
Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
44°08'55” N, 068°40'12” W.
44°09'00” N, 068°40"15” W.
44°09'11” N, 068°39'42” W.
44°09'07” N, 068°39'39” W.
Event Type: Sailboat Parade
Sponsor: Plattsburgh Sunrise Rotary
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 4:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Cumberland Bay
on Lake Champlain in the vicinity of Plattsburgh, New York within the
following points (NAD 83):
44°41'26” N, 073°23'46” W.
44°40'19” N, 073°24’40” W.
44°42'01” N, 073°2522” W.
Event Type: Rowing and Paddling Boat Race
Sponsor: Lake Champlain Maritime Museum
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 11:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Lake Champlain
in the vicinity of Button Bay State Park within the following points
(NAD 83):
44°12'25” N, 073°22'32” W.
44°12°00” N, 073°21’42” W.
44°12'19” N, 073°21'25” W.
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7.7 Yarmouth Clam Festival Paddle Race

7.8 Maine Windjammer Lighthouse Parade

7.9 Friendship Lobster Boat Races

7.10 Harpswell Lobster Boat Races

44°13'16” N, 073°21'36” W.
Event Type: Rowing and Paddling Boat Race
Sponsor: Maine Island Trail Association
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 am to 4:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters in the vicinity of the
Royal River outlet and Lane’s Island within the following points (NAD
83):
43°47'47” N, 070°08'40” W.
43°47'50” N, 070°07°13” W.
43°47'06” N, 070°07°32” W.
43°47'17” N, 070°08'25” W.
Event Type: Wooden Boat Parade
Sponsor: Maine Windjammer Association
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Rockland Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of the Rockland Harbor Breakwater within the
following points (NAD 83):
44°06'14” N, 069°03'48” W.
44°05'50” N, 069°03'47” W.
44°06'14” N, 069°05"37” W.
44°05’50” N, 069°05'37” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Friendship Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event during a weekend between the 15th of July
and the 15th of August.”
Time (Approximate): 9:30 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Friendship Har-
bor, Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
43°57'51” N, 069°20'46” W.
43°58'14” N, 069°19'53” W.
43°58’19” N, 069°20°01” W.
43°58’00” N, 069°20'46” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Harpswell Lobster Boat Race Committee
Date: A one day event between the 15th of July and the 15th of Au-
gust.”
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes waters of Middle Bay near
Harpswell, Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
43°44’15” N, 070°02'06” W.
43°44’59” N, 070°01'21” W.
43°44’51” N, 070°01°05” W.
43°44’06” N, 070°0149” W.

8.0

AUGUST

8.1 Eggemoggin Reach Regatta

8.2 Southport Rowgatta Rowing and Paddling Boat Race

Event Type: Wooden Boat Parade
Sponsor: Rockport Marine, Inc. and Brookline Boat Yard
Date: A one day event on a Saturday between the 15th of July and
the 15th of August.*
Time (Approximate): 11:00 am to 7:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Eggemoggin
Reach and Jericho Bay in the vicinity of Naskeag Harbor, Maine
within the following points (NAD 83):

44°15’16” N, 068°36'26” W.

44°12’41” N, 068°29'26” W.

44°07'38” N, 068°31’30” W.

44°12'54” N, 068°33'46” W.
Event Type: Rowing and Paddling Boat Race
Sponsor: Boothbay Region YMCA
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 8:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Sheepscot Bay
and Boothbay, on the shore side of Southport Island, Maine within
the following points (NAD 83):

43°50"26” N, 069°39'10” W.

43°49'10” N, 069°38’35” W.

43°46'53” N, 069°39'06” W.

43°46'50” N, 069°39'32” W.

43°49'07” N, 069°41'43” W.

43°50'19” N, 069°41’14” W.

43°51’11” N, 069°40°06” W.
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8.3 Winter Harbor Lobster Boat Races

8.4 Lake Champlain Dragon Boat Festival

8.5 Merritt Brackett Lobster Boat Races

8.6 Multiple Sclerosis Regatta

8.7 Multiple Sclerosis Harborfest Lobster Boat/Tugboat Races ............

e Event Type: Power Boat Race
e Sponsor: Winter Harbor Chamber of Commerce
e Date: A one day event in August.*
e Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 3:00 pm
e Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Winter Harbor,
Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
44°22'06” N, 068°05'13” W.
44°23'06” N, 068°05'08” W.
44°23'04” N, 068°04'37” W.
44°22'05” N, 068°04'44” W.
Event Type: Rowing and Paddling Boat Race
Sponsor: Dragonheart Vermont
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 7:00 am to 5:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Burlington Bay
within the following points (NAD 83):
44°28'49” N, 073°1322” W.
44°28’41” N, 073°13'36” W.
44°28'28” N, 073°13'31” W.
44°28'38” N, 073°13'18” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Town of Bristol, Maine
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Pemaquid Har-
bor, Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
43°52'16” N, 069°32'10” W.
43°52’41” N, 069°31'43” W.
43°52'35” N, 069°3129” W.
43°52'09” N, 069°31'56” W.
Event Type: Regatta and Sailboat Race
Sponsor: Maine Chapter, Multiple Sclerosis Society
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 4:00 pm
Location: The regulated area for the start of the race includes all
waters of Casco Bay, Maine in the vicinity of Peaks Island within the
following points (NAD 83):
43°40'24” N, 070°1420” W.
43°40'36” N, 070°13'56” W.
43°39'58” N, 070°1321” W.
43°39'46” N, 070°13'51” W.
Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Maine Chapter, National Multiple Sclerosis Society
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Portland Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of Maine State Pier within the following points
(NAD 83):
43°40'25” N, 070°14'21” W.
43°40'36” N, 070°13'56” W.
43°39'58” N, 070°1321” W.
43°39'47” N, 070°13'51” W.

9.0

SEPTEMBER

9.1 Pirates Festival Lobster Boat Races

Event Type: Power Boat Race
Sponsor: Eastport Pirates Festival
Date: A one day event in September.*
Time (Approximate): 11:00 am to 6:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters in the vicinity of
Eastport Harbor, Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
44°54’14” N, 066°58'52” W.
44°54’14” N, 068°58'56” W.
44°54'24” N, 066°58'52” W.
44°54'24” N, 066°58'56” W.

* Date subject to change. Exact date will be posted in Notice of Enforcement and Local Notice to Mariners.

m 3. The authority citation for Part 165

PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 50 U.S.C. 191;
33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04-1, 6.04—6, and 160.5;
Department of Homeland Security Delegation
No. 0170.1.

continues to read as follows:
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m 4.In §165.171, revise the table to read

§165.171 Safety Zones for fireworks

as follows: displays and swim events held in Coast
Guard Sector Northern New England COTP
Zone.
* * * *
TABLE TO §165.171
5.0 MAY
5.1 Ride iNt0 SUMMET ....ooiiiiiiiiiceeeeeee s e Event Type: Fireworks Display

Sponsor: Gardiner Maine Street

Date: One night event between the 15th of May and the 15th of
June.”

Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm

Location: In the vicinity of the Gardiner Waterfront, Gardiner, Maine
in approximate position: 44°13'52” N, 069°46°08” W (NAD 83).

6.0

JUNE

6.1

6.2

6.3

Rotary Waterfront Days Fireworks .........ccccoecieniinieenieniee e

LaKermesse Fireworks ..............

Windjammer Days Fireworks .....

Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Gardiner Rotary
Date: Two night event on a Wednesday and Saturday in June.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of the Gardiner Waterfront, Gardiner, Maine
in approximate position:
44°13'52” N, 069°46'08” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Ray Gagne
Date: One night event in June.”
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: Biddeford, Maine in approximate position:
43°29'37” N, 070°26'47” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce
Date: One night event in June.”
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of McFarland lIsland, Boothbay Harbor,
Maine in approximate position:
43°50"38” N, 069°37'57” W (NAD 83).

7.0

JULY

71

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

Vinalhaven 4th of July Fireworks

Burlington Independence Day FireWorks .........cccccvevevienciieneciineene

Camden 3rd of July Fireworks ...

Bangor 4th of July Fireworks .....

Bar Harbor 4th of July Fireworks

Event Type: Firework Display
Sponsor: Vinalhaven 4th of July Committee
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Grime’s Park, Vinalhaven, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
44°02'34” N, 068°5026” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Firework Display
Sponsor: City of Burlington, Vermont
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 9:00 pm to 11:00 pm
Location: From a barge in the vicinity of Burlington Harbor, Bur-
lington, Vermont in approximate position:
44°28’31” N, 073°13’31” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Camden, Rockport, Lincolnville Chamber of Commerce
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Camden Harbor, Maine in approximate po-
sition:
44°12'32” N, 069°02'58” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Bangor 4th of July Fireworks
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of the Bangor Waterfront, Bangor, Maine in
approximate position:
44°47'27" N, 068°46'31” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Bar Harbor Chamber of Commerce
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
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7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.12

713

7.14

7.15

7.16

Boothbay Harbor 4th of July Fireworks ..........cccccceriiiiiiiienniiieens

Colchester 4th of July Fireworks ........ccccccovviiiiiniiniieicenee e

Eastport 4th of July Fireworks .........cccoceiiiiiiiinii e

Ellis Short Sand Park Trustee Fireworks ..........ccccceceeeviieeeiineeecnnen.

Hampton Beach 4th of July Fireworks ........cccccoovnviiniiniennennnne.

Jonesport 4th of July Fireworks .........cccocoviiiiiiiiiniiccieseeeeee

Lubec Bicentennial FireWOrkS ........ccceeeveeiiiiiiiieiieeeieeieeee e

Main Street Heritage Days 4th of July Fireworks ..........c.cccccenuenen.

Portland Harbor 4th of July Fireworks ..........ccccoceininiiiiniinieeen.

St. Albans Day FireWOrKS ........ccccoceeriieeniineniesieeeesieeee e

Stonington 4th of July Fireworks .........ccceveiiiiiiniieie e

Location: In the vicinity of Bar Harbor Town Pier, Bar Harbor, Maine
in approximate position:
44°23'31” N, 068°12'15” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Town of Boothbay Harbor
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of McFarland Island, Boothbay Harbor,
Maine in approximate position:
43°50'38” N, 069°37’57” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Town of Colchester, Recreation Department
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Bayside Beach and Mallets Bay in
Colchester, Vermont in approximate position:
44°32'44” N, 073°13'10” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Eastport 4th of July Committee
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 9:00 pm to 9:30 pm
Location: From the Waterfront Public Pier in Eastport, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
44°54'25” N, 066°58'55” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: William Burnham
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:30 pm to 11:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of York Beach, Maine in approximate posi-
tion:
43°10"27” N, 070°36'26” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Hampton Beach Village District
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:30 pm to 11:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Hampton Beach, New Hampshire in ap-
proximate position:
42°54’40” N, 070°36'25” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Jonesport 4th of July Committee
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Beals Island, Jonesport, Maine in approxi-
mate position:
44°31'18” N, 067°36'43” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Town of Lubec, Maine
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of the Lubec Public Boat Launch in approxi-
mate position:
44°51'52” N, 066°59'06” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Main Street Inc.
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Reed and Reed Boat Yard, Woolwich,
Maine in approximate position:
43°54’56” N, 069°4816” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display Sponsor: Department of Parks and
Recreation, Portland, Maine
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:30 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of East End Beach, Portland, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
43°40'16” N, 070°14'44” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: St. Albans Area Chamber of Commerce
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 9:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: From the St. Albans Bay dock in St. Albans Bay, Vermont
in approximate position:
44°48'25” N, 073°0823” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
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717

7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

Southwest Harbor 4th of July Fireworks .........cccecovveieniiicnennnn.

Prentice Hospitality Group Fireworks .........ccccoceiniviiiiniinieennen.

Shelburne Trathlons ..........coociiiiie e

St. George Days Fireworks ..........ccccooviiiiiiinieiineee e

Tri for a Cure Swim Clinics and Triathlon .........cccccceeviiieiiceeeeeen.

Richmond Days FireWOrks ..........cccocoeeiiiiiiiiiiieieeeecee e

Colchester TrHathlon ........cccevieciieecieece e

Peaks to Portland Swim ........ccccciiiiiiiieceeee e

Sponsor: Deer Isle—Stonington Chamber of Commerce
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Two Bush Island, Stonington, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
44°08'57” N, 068°39'54” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Sharon Gilley
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: Southwest Harbor, Maine in approximate position:
44°1625” N, 068°19'21” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Prentice Hospitality Group
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: Chebeague Island, Maine in approximate position:
43°45'12” N, 070°06'27” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Race Vermont
Date: Up to three Saturdays throughout July and August.*
Time (Approximate): 7:00 am to 11:00 am
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Lake Champlain
in the vicinity of Shelburne Beach in Shelburne, Vermont within a
400 yard radius of the following point (NAD 83):
44°21’45” N, 075°15'58” W.
Event Type: Fireworks
Sponsor: Town of St. George
Date: One night event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:30 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Inner Tenants
Harbor, ME, in approximate position (NAD 83):
43°57'41.37” N, 069°12’45” W.
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Maine Cancer Foundation
Date: A multi-day event held throughout July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:30 am to 11:30 am
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Portland Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of Spring Point Light within the following points
(NAD 83):
43°39'01” N, 070°13"32” W.
43°39'07” N, 070°1329” W.
43°39'06” N, 070°13'41” W.
43°39'01” N, 070°13'36” W.
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Town of Richmond, Maine
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: From a barge in the vicinity of the inner harbor, Tenants
Harbor, Maine in approximate position:
44°08’42” N, 068°27°06” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Colchester Parks and Recreation Department
Date: A one day event in July.”
Time (Approximate): 7:00 am to 11:00 am
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Malletts Bay on
Lake Champlain, Vermont within the following points (NAD 83):
44°32'18” N, 073°12'35” W.
44°32'28” N, 073°12'56” W.
44°32'57” N, 073°12'38” W.
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Cumberland County YMCA
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 5:00 am to 1:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Portland Harbor
between Peaks Island and East End Beach in Portland, Maine within
the following points (NAD 83):
43°39'20” N, 070°11'58” W.
43°39’45” N, 070°13'19” W.
43°40'11” N, 070°1413” W.
43°40'08” N, 070°1429” W.
43°40'00” N, 070°14'23” W.
43°39'34” N, 070°13'31” W.
43°39'13” N, 070°11'59” W.
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7.25 Friendship Days Fireworks

7.26 Bucksport Festival and Fireworks ..........ccccocciiiiiiiniiiiiiiieeee

7.27 Nubble Light Swim Challenge ..........ccccceoiieiiiniiniinieeneeee e

7.28 Paul Coulombe Anniversary FIreWorks .........cccoccevveviieneeniieeninns

e Event Type: Fireworks Display
e Sponsor: Town of Friendship
e Date: A one day event in July.”
e Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
e Location: In the vicinity of the Town Pier, Friendship Harbor, Maine
in approximate position:
43°58'23” N, 069°2012” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Bucksport Bay Area Chamber of Commerce
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of the Verona Island Boat Ramp, Verona,
Maine, in approximate position:
44°34'9” N, 068°47°28” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Nubble Light Challenge
Date: A one day event in July.*
Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 12:30 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters around Cape
Neddick, Maine and within the following coordinates:
43°10'28” N, 070°36'26” W.
43°10'34” N, 070°36°06” W.
43°10'30” N, 070°35'45” W.
43°10'17” N, 070°3524” W.
43°09'54” N, 070°3518” W.
43°09'42” N, 070°35'37” W.
43°09'51” N, 070°37°05” W.
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Paul Coulombe
Date: A one day event in July.”
Time: 8:00 pm to 11:30 pm
Location: Pratt Island, Southport, ME, in approximate position:
43°48'44” N, 069°41'11” W (NAD 83).

8.0

AUGUST

8.1 Sprucewold Cabbage Island Swim ...........cccccociiiiiiiiiiiiini,

8.2 Westerlund’s Landing Party Fireworks ..........ccccovieiiiiieeiiiieeiineee

8.3 Y-Tri Triathlon .....................

8.4 York Beach Fire Department FireWorks ..........ccccooeevieeeiiiiieenineene

8.5 Rockland Breakwater Swim

Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Sprucewold Association
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 1:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Linekin Bay be-
tween Cabbage Island and Sprucewold Beach in Boothbay Harbor,
Maine within the following points (NAD 83):
43°50'37” N, 069°36'23” W.
43°50'37” N, 069°36'59” W.
43°50'16” N, 069°36'46” W.
43°5022” N, 069°36'21” W.
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Portside Marina
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Westerlund’s Landing in South Gardiner,
Maine in approximate position:
44°10'19” N, 069°4524” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Plattsburgh YMCA
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 10:00 am
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Treadwell Bay on
Lake Champlain in the vicinity of Point Au Roche State Park, Platts-
burgh, New York within the following points (NAD 83):
44°46'30” N, 073°23'26” W.
44°46'17” N, 073°23'26” W.
44°46'17” N, 073°23'46” W.
44°46'29” N, 073°23'46” W.
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: York Beach Fire Department
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 8:30 pm to 11:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Short Sand Cove in York, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
43°10'27” N, 070°36'25” W (NAD 83).
e Event Type: Swim Event
e Sponsor: Pen-Bay Masters
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TABLE 10 §165.171—Continued

8.6 Tri for Preservation

8.7 North Hero Air Show

8.8 Islesboro Crossing Swim

Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 7:30 am to 1:30 pm
Location: The regulated area includes all waters of Rockland Harbor,
Maine in the vicinity of Jameson Point within the following points
(NAD 83):
44°06'16” N, 069°04'39” W.
44°06'13” N, 069°04'36” W.
44°06'12” N, 069°04'43” W.
44°06'17” N, 069°04'44” W.
44°06'18” N, 069°04'40” W.
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Tri-Maine Productions
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 7:30 am to 9:00 am
Location: In the vicinity of Crescent Beach State Park in Cape Eliza-
beth, Maine in approximate position:
43°33’46” N, 070°13'48” W.
43°33’41” N, 070°13'46” W.
43°33’44” N, 070°13'40” W.
43°33’47” N, 070°13'46” W.
Event Type: Air Show
Sponsor: North Hero Fire Department
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time (Approximate): 10:00 am to 5:00 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Shore Acres Dock, North Hero, Vermont in
approximate position:
44°48'24” N, 073°17°02” W.
44°48'22” N, 073°16'46” W.
44°47'53” N, 073°16'54” W,
44°47'54” N, 073°17°09” W.
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Lifeflight Foundation
Date: A one day event in August.”
Time: (Approximate): 6:00 am to 11:00 am
Location: West Penobscot Bay from Ducktrap Beach, Lincolnville,
ME to Grindel Point, Islesboro, ME, in approximate position:
44°17'44” N, 069°00"11” W.
44°16'58” N, 068°56"35” W.

9.0

SEPTEMBER

9.1

Windjammer Weekend Fireworks

9.2 Eastport Pirate Festival Fireworks

9.3 The Lobsterman Triathlon

9.4 Eliot Festival Day Fireworks

9.5 Lake Champlain Swimming Race

Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Town of Camden, Maine
Date: A one night event in September.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 9:30 pm
Location: From a barge in the vicinity of Northeast Point, Camden
Harbor, Maine in approximate position:
44°12'10” N, 069°03'11” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Eastport Pirate Festival
Date: A one night event in September.”
Time (Approximate): 7:00 pm to 10:00 pm
Location: From the Waterfront Public Pier in Eastport, Maine in ap-
proximate position:
44°54’17” N, 066°58'58” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
Sponsor: Tri-Maine Productions
Date: A one day event in September.*
Time (Approximate): 8:00 am to 11:00 am
Location: The regulated area includes all waters in the vicinity of
Winslow Park in South Freeport, Maine within the following points
(NAD 83):
43°47'59” N, 070°06"56” W.
43°47'44” N, 070°06'56” W.
43°47°44” N, 070°07°27” W.
43°47'57” N, 070°07°27” W.
Event Type: Fireworks Display
Sponsor: Eliot Festival Day Committee
Date: A one night event in September.”
Time (Approximate): 8:00 pm to 10:30 pm
Location: In the vicinity of Eliot Town Boat Launch, Eliot, Maine in
approximate position:
43°08’56” N, 070°49'52” W (NAD 83).
Event Type: Swim Event
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Charlotte, VT.

Sponsor: Christopher Lizzaraque

Date: A one day event in September

Time (Approximate): 9:00 am to 3 pm

Location: Essex Beggs Point Park, Essex, NY, to Charlotte Beach,

44°18’32” N, 073°20'52” W.
44°20'03” N, 073°16'53” W.

*Date subject to change. Exact date will be posted in Notice of Enforcement and Local Notice to Mariners.

Dated: January 29, 2015.
B. S. Gilda,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the
Port, Sector Northern New England.

[FR Doc. 2015-06609 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

48 CFR Part 25

[FAR Case 2015-001; Docket No. 2015
0001; Sequence No. 1]

RIN 9000-AM88

Federal Acquisition Regulation; List of
Domestically Nonavailable Articles

AGENCIES: Department of Defense (DoD),
General Services Administration (GSA),
and National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA).

ACTION: Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking.

SUMMARY: DoD, GSA, and NASA are
considering amending the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) to update
the list of domestically nonavailable
articles under the Buy American Act.
DoD, GSA, and NASA are seeking
information that will assist in
identifying domestic capabilities and for
evaluating whether some articles on the
list of domestically nonavailable articles
are now mined, produced, or
manufactured in the United States in
sufficient and reasonably available
commercial quantities and of a
satisfactory quality.
DATES: Interested parties should submit
written comments to the Regulatory
Secretariat at one of the addressees
shown below on or before May 26, 2015
to be considered in the formulation of
a proposed rule.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
response to FAR Case 2015-001 by any
of the following methods:

e Regulations.gov: http://
www.regulations.gov. Submit comments

via the Federal eRulemaking portal by
searching for “FAR Case 2015—-001".
Select the link “Comment Now” that
corresponds with “FAR Case 2015—
001”. Follow the instructions provided
at the “Comment Now” screen. Please
include your name, company name (if
any), and “FAR Case 2015-001"’ on your
attached document.

e Fax:202-501-4067.

e Mail: General Services
Administration, Regulatory Secretariat
(MVCB), ATTN: Ms. Flowers, 1800 F
Street NW., 2nd Floor, Washington, DC
20405-0001.

Instructions: Please submit comments
only and cite FAR Case 2015-001 in all
correspondence related to this case. All
comments received will be posted
without change to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal and/or business confidential
information provided.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Cecelia L. Davis, Procurement Analyst,
at 202—-219-0202, for clarification of
content. For information pertaining to
status or publication schedules, contact
the Regulatory Secretariat at 202—501—
4755. Please cite FAR Case 2015-001.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

A. The Buy American statute (41
U.S.C. chapter 83) generally requires
that only domestically mined,
produced, or manufactured articles be
procured for public use in the United
States. The Buy American statute
provides an exception for articles not
mined, produced, or manufactured in
the United States in sufficient and
reasonably available commercial
quantities and of a satisfactory quality.
FAR 25.103(b)(1) provides a
determination that articles listed at FAR
25.104(a) meet the conditions of this
exception. This determination does not
necessarily mean that there is no
domestic source for the listed items, but
that domestic sources can only meet 50
percent or less of total U.S. Government
and nongovernment demand.

The established list of articles
identified in FAR 25.104(a) is a
comprehensive and wide-ranging mix of
natural resources, compounds,

materials, and other items of supply.
Although some articles on the list have
no known domestic production sources
(e.g., vanilla beans), many of the articles
are known to have some domestic
production sources, but those sources
have been determined in the past to be
inadequate to meet U.S. demand.
Examples of such articles range from
goat and kidskins (negligible domestic
production), to crude iodine (5 percent
of U.S. Government and nongovernment
demand), to bismuth (not in excess of 50
percent of U.S. Government and
nongovernment demand).

The list is reviewed every five years,
as required by FAR 25.104(b). DoD,
GSA, and NASA last published in the
Federal Register a request for public
comment on the list on August 7, 2009
(74 FR 39597).

The Councils are seeking information
to determine whether some articles
should be removed from the list because
they are now mined, produced, or
manufactured in the United States in
sufficient and reasonably available
commercial quantities and of a
satisfactory quality. Specific
information with regard to domestic
production capacity in relation to U.S.
Government and nongovernment
demand and the quality of domestically
produced items would be most helpful
in determining whether articles should
remain on or be removed from the list.
A sources-sought notice will be
published in FedBizOpps in an effort to
increase the awareness of this request
and to receive greater responses from
interested parties on the nonavailable
articles listing.

B. The current domestically
nonavailable listing at FAR 25.104 is as
follow:

e Acetylene, black.

e Agar, bulk.

e Anise.

e Antimony, as metal or oxide.

¢ Asbestos, amosite, chrysotile, and
crocidolite.

e Bamboo shoots.

¢ Bananas.

¢ Bauxite.

¢ Beef, corned, canned.

¢ Beef extract.
¢ Bephenium hydroxynapthoate.
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e Bismuth.

e Books, trade, text, technical, or
scientific; newspapers; pamphlets;
magazines; periodicals; printed briefs
and films; not printed in the United
States and for which domestic editions
are not available.

e Brazil nuts, unroasted.
Cadmium, ores and flue dust.
Calcium cyanamide.

Capers.

Cashew nuts.

Castor beans and castor oil.
Chalk, English.

Chestnuts.

Chicle.

Chrome ore or chromite.
Cinchona bark.

e Cobalt, in cathodes, rondelles, or
other primary ore and metal forms.

e Cocoa beans.

e Coconut and coconut meat,
unsweetened, in shredded, desiccated,
or similarly prepared form.

Coffee, raw or green bean.
Colchicine alkaloid, raw.
Copra.

Cork, wood or bark and waste.
Cover glass, microscope slide.
Crane rail (85-pound per foot).
Cryolite, natural.

Dammar gum.

e Diamonds, industrial, stones and
abrasives.

¢ Emetine, bulk.

¢ Ergot, crude.

Erythrityl tetranitrate.

e Fair linen, altar.

e Fibers of the following types: abaca,
abace, agave, coir, flax, jute, jute
burlaps, palmyra, and sisal.

e Goat and kidskins.

e Goat hair canvas.

e Grapefruit sections, canned.

e Graphite, natural, crystalline,
crucible grade.

e Hand file sets (Swiss pattern).
Handsewing needles.

Hemp yarn.

Hog bristles for brushes.
Hyoscine, bulk.

Ipecac, root.

Iodine, crude.
Kaurigum.

Lac.

Leather, sheepskin, hair type.
Lavender oil.
Manganese.

Menthol, natural bulk.
Mica.

e Microprocessor chips (brought onto
a Government construction site as
separate units for incorporation into
building systems during construction or
repair and alteration of real property).

¢ Modacrylic fiber.

¢ Nickel, primary, in ingots, pigs,
shots, cathodes, or similar forms; nickel
oxide and nickel salts.

¢ Nitroguanidine (also known as
picrite).

e Nux vomica, crude.

¢ Oiticica oil.

e Olive oil.

e Olives (green), pitted or unpitted, or
stuffed, in bulk.

e Opium, crude.

e Oranges, mandarin, canned.

e Petroleum, crude oil, unfinished
oils, and finished products.

¢ Pine needle oil.

e Pineapple, canned.

e Platinum and related group metals,
refined, as sponge, powder, ingots, or
cast bars.

Pyrethrum flowers.

Quartz crystals.

Quebracho.

Quinidine.

Quinine.

Rabbit fur felt.

Radium salts, source and special
nuclear materials.

Rosettes.

Rubber, crude and latex.
Rutile.

Santonin, crude.

Secretin.

Shellac.

Silk, raw and unmanufactured.

e Spare and replacement parts for
equipment of foreign manufacture, and
for which domestic parts are not
available.

e Spices and herbs, in bulk.
Sugars, raw.

Swords and scabbards.

Talc, block, steatite.
Tantalum.

Tapioca flour and cassava.
Tartar, crude; tartaric acid and
cream of tartar in bulk.

e Tea in bulk.

Thread, metallic (gold).
Thyme oil.

Tin in bars, blocks, and pigs.
Triprolidine hydrochloride.
Tungsten.

Vanilla beans.

Venom, cobra.

Water chestnuts.

Wax, carnauba.

Wire glass.

e Woods; logs, veneer, and lumber of
the following species: Alaskan yellow
cedar, angelique, balsa, ekki, greenheart,
lignum vitae, mahogany, and teak.

e Yarn, 50 Denier rayon.

e Yeast, active dry and instant active
dry.

B. Executive Order 12866 and 13563

Executive Orders (E.O.s) 12866 and
13563 direct agencies to assess all costs
and benefits of available regulatory
alternatives and, if regulation is
necessary, to select regulatory
approaches that maximize net benefits

(including potential economic,
environmental, public health and safety
effects, distributive impacts, and
equity). E.O. 13563 emphasizes the
importance of quantifying both costs
and benefits, of reducing costs, of
harmonizing rules, and of promoting
flexibility. This is not a significant
regulatory action and, therefore, was not
subject to review under Section 6(b) of
E.O. 12866, Regulatory Planning and
Review, dated September 30, 1993. This
rule is not a major rule under 5 U.S.C.
804.

List of Subject in 48 CFR Part 25

Government procurement.

Dated: March 19, 2015.
William Clark,

Director, Office of Government-wide
Acquisition Policy, Office of Acquisition
Policy, Office of Government-wide Policy.
[FR Doc. 2015-06735 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6820-EP-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17

[Docket No. FWS—-R1-ES-2012-0097:
FXES11130900000C2-156—FF09E32000]

RIN 1018-AZ74

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Proposed Rule To Amend
the Listing of the Southern Selkirk
Mountains Population of Woodland
Caribou

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule; reopening of
comment period.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), announce the
reopening of the public comment period
on our May 8, 2014, proposed rule to
amend the listing of the southern
Selkirk Mountains population of
woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus
caribou) to the Southern Mountain
caribou distinct population segment
(DPS). The southern Selkirk Mountains
population of woodland caribou is
currently listed as endangered under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (Act). On May 8, 2014, we
proposed to list the Southern Mountain
caribou DPS as threatened under the
Act. This reopening of comment period
will provide all interested parties with
an opportunity to review additional
scientific information and provide
comment on the status of the Southern
Mountain caribou DPS. Information
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previously submitted need not be
resubmitted as it has already been
incorporated into the public record and
will be fully considered in the final
listing determination.

DATES: The comment period for the
proposed rule published May 8, 2014, at
79 FR 26504, is reopened. We will
consider comments received or
postmarked on or before April 23, 2015.
Comments submitted electronically
using the Federal eRulemaking Portal
(see ADDRESSES section, below) must be
received by 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on
the closing date. Any comments that we
receive after the closing date may not be
considered in the final decision on this
action.

ADDRESSES: Document availability: You
may obtain a copy of the proposed rule
and associated documents on the
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov at
Docket No. FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097, or
by contacting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office
(see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

Comment submission: You may
submit written information by one of
the following methods:

(1) Electronically: Go to the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. In the Search box,
enter FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097, which is
the docket number for this rulemaking.
Then, click the Search button. In the
Search panel on the left side of the
screen, under the Document Type
heading, click on the box next to
“Proposed Rule” to locate this
document. You may submit a comment
by clicking on “Comment Now!” Please
ensure that you have found the correct
rulemaking before submitting your
comment.

(2) By hard copy: Submit by U.S. mail
or hand-delivery to: Public Comments
Processing, Attn: FWS-R1-ES-2012—-
0097; Division of Policy and Directives
Management; U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, MS: BPHC; 5275 Leesburg Pike;
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803.

We request that you send comments
only by the methods described above.
We will post all comments received on
http://www.regulations.gov. This
generally means that we will post any
personal information you provide us
(see the Information Requested section,
below, for more information).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael Carrier, State Supervisor, Idaho
Fish and Wildlife Office, 1387 S.
Vinnell Way, Room 368, Boise, ID
(telephone 208-378-5243; facsimile
208-378-5262). If you use a
telecommunications device for the deaf
(TDD), please call the Federal

Information Relay Service at 800-877—
8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On May 8, 2014, we published in the
Federal Register (79 FR 26504) a
document consisting of: (1) A 12-month
finding on a petition to delist the
southern Selkirk Mountains population
of woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus
caribou); (2) a proposed rule to amend
the current listing of this population by
defining the Southern Mountain caribou
DPS, which includes the currently listed
southern Selkirk Mountains population
of woodland caribou, and to list that
DPS as threatened under the Act (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and (3) a
determination that the approximately
30,010 acres (12,145 hectares)
designated as critical habitat on
November 28, 2012 (77 FR 71042), for
the southern Selkirk Mountains
population of woodland caribou is
applicable to the U.S. portion of the
proposed Southern Mountain Caribou
DPS. The May 8, 2014, proposed rule
had a 60-day public comment period,
ending July 7, 2014. On June 10, 2014,
we extended the public comment period
an additional 30 days, ending on August
6, 2014, and we announced the
scheduling of two public informational
sessions and hearings, which were held
on June 25, 2014, in Sandpoint, Idaho,
and on June 26, 2014, in Bonners Ferry,
Idaho (79 FR 33169).

Subsequent to the closing of the
public comment period on August 6,
2014, the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC) finalized their assessment of
the biological status of the Southern
Mountain caribou population, changing
it from threatened to endangered. In
August 2014, COSEWIG, in accordance
with Canada’s federal Species At Risk
Act (SARA), submitted their assessment
of endangered biological status to the
Canadian federal Environment Minister
for consideration of changing the legal
status of the Southern Mountain caribou
in Canada under SARA to endangered.
The recommended change in the legal
status under SARA is pending review
and decision by the federal
Environment Minister. Although we
were aware that COSEWIC’s assessment
was underway and we received some of
the preliminary information contained
in their assessment, we were not able to
incorporate the information into our
proposed rule (79 FR 26504, May 8,
2014), because the assessment was not
yet finalized by COSEWIC. The
assessment is now available from
COSEWIC for public review (http://

www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/
document/default
e.cfm?documentID=2575) and is also
available for public inspection at
http://www.regulations.gov at Docket
No. FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097. The 2014
COSEWIC assessment provides an
updated synthesis and review of
existing data and information about the
species in Canada since the previous
assessment by COSEWIC in 2002. The
updated assessment includes an
analysis of population size and trend
and current threats to the population.
Additionally, the assessment considered
two population viability analyses,
which are also available for public
inspection at http://
www.regulations.gov at Docket No.
FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097. This
assessment, along with the population
viability analyses, will be important
sources of information for our status
review and final listing determination
for the Southern Mountain caribou DPS.

Additionally, peer review of the
proposed amended listing was
conducted, and the report is available at
http://www.regulations.gov at Docket
No. FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097.

Information Requested

We intend that any final action
resulting from the proposed rule will be
based on the best scientific and
commercial data available, and be as
accurate and complete as possible.
Therefore, we are again seeking written
comments and information from other
concerned Federal and State agencies,
the scientific community, or any other
interested party during this reopened
comment period on our proposed rule
that published in the Federal Register
on May 8, 2014 (79 FR 26504). We are
particularly interested in comments and
information regarding the current status
and population trends of the local
populations that comprise the proposed
Southern Mountain caribou DPS. This
information will be used to determine
the status of the DPS as either not
warranted for listing, threatened, or
endangered.

If you submitted comments or
information on the proposed rule (79 FR
26504) during the initial comment
period from May 8, 2014, to July 6,
2014, or the extended comment period
(79 FR 33169) from July 7, 2014, to
August 6, 2014, please do not resubmit
them. We have incorporated them into
the public record as part of the original
comment period, and we will fully
consider them in our final
determination.

Please note that submissions merely
stating support for or opposition to the
action under consideration without
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providing supporting information,
although noted, will not be considered
in making a determination, as section
4(b)(1)(A) of the Act directs that
determinations as to whether any
species is an endangered or threatened
species must be made “solely on the
basis of the best scientific and
commercial data available.”

You may submit your comments and
materials concerning the proposed rule
by one of the methods listed in
ADDRESSES. We request that you send
comments only by the methods
described in ADDRESSES. If you submit
information via http://
www.regulations.gov, your entire
submission—including any personal
identifying information—will be posted
on the Web site. If your submission is
made via a hardcopy that includes
personal identifying information, you
may request at the top of your document

that we withhold this information from
public review. However, we cannot
guarantee that we will be able to do so.
We will post all hardcopy submissions
on http://www.regulations.gov. Please
include sufficient information with your
comments to allow us to verify any
scientific or commercial information
you include.

If you submit a comment via http://
www.regulations.gov, your entire
comment—including any personal
identifying information—will be posted
on the Web site. We will post all
hardcopy comments on http://
www.regulations.gov as well. If you
submit a hardcopy comment that
includes personal identifying
information, you may request at the top
of your document that we withhold this
information from public review.
However, we cannot guarantee that we
will be able to do so.

Comments and materials we receive,
as well as supporting documentation we
used in preparing the proposed rule,
will be available for public inspection
on http://www.regulations.gov at Docket
No. FWS-R1-ES-2012-0097, or by
appointment, during normal business
hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office
(see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

Authority

The authority for this action is the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Dated: March 11, 2015.

Robert Dreher,

Acting Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06640 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains documents other than rules or
proposed rules that are applicable to the
public. Notices of hearings and investigations,
committee meetings, agency decisions and
rulings, delegations of authority, filing of
petitions and applications and agency
statements of organization and functions are
examples of documents appearing in this
section.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

[Docket No. APHIS-2015-0014]

Notice of Request for Revision to and
Extension of Approval of an
Information Collection; Hawaiian and
Territorial Fruits and Vegetables
Regulations

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection;
comment request.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this
notice announces the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service’s intention to
request a revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection
associated with the regulations for the
interstate movement of fruits and
vegetables from Hawaii and the
territories.

DATES: We will consider all comments
that we receive on or before May 26,
2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014.

e Postal Mail/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No.
APHIS-2015-0014, Regulatory Analysis
and Development, PPD, APHIS, Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road Unit 118,
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238.

Supporting documents and any
comments we receive on this docket
may be viewed at http://
www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014 or
in our reading room, which is located in
room 1141 of the USDA South Building,
14th Street and Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC. Normal reading

room hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except
holidays. To be sure someone is there to
help you, please call (202) 799-7039
before coming.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information on the regulations for the
interstate movement of fruits and
vegetables from Hawaii and the
territories, contact Mr. David Lamb,
Senior Regulatory Policy Specialist,
RPM, PHP, PPQ, APHIS, 4700 River
Road Unit 133, Riverdale, MD 20737;
(301) 851-2159. For copies of more
detailed information on the information
collection, contact Ms. Kimberly Hardy,
APHIS’ Information Collection
Coordinator, at (301) 851-2727.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Hawaiian and Territorial Fruits
and Vegetables Regulations.

OMB Control Number: 0579-0346.

Type of Request: Revision to and
extension of approval of an information
collection.

Abstract: The Plant Protection Act
(PPA, 7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) authorizes
the Secretary of Agriculture to restrict
the importation, entry, or interstate
movement of plants, plant products, and
other articles to prevent the
introduction of plant pests into the
United States or their dissemination
within the United States. This authority
has been delegated to the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), which administers regulations
to implement the PPA.

Under the regulations in “Subpart—
Regulated Articles From Hawaii and the
Territories”” (7 CFR 318.13—1 through
318.13-26), APHIS prohibits or restricts
the interstate movement of fruits and
vegetables into the continental United
States from Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands to prevent plant pests and
noxious weeds from being introduced
into and spread within the continental
United States.

The regulations contain requirements
for a performance-based process for
approving the interstate movement of
commodities that, based on the findings
of a pest risk analysis, can be safely
imported subject to one or more
designated phytosanitary measures and
for acknowledging pest-free areas. These
requirements involve information
collection activities, including limited
permits, inspections to issue limited

permits, inspections of production
areas, transit permits, compliance
agreements, inspection and certification,
labeling for fruits and vegetables
produced in pest free areas, written
requests for facility approvals, trapping
and surveillance, and recordkeeping. In
addition, the activities of packaging,
marking, identification, and certification
of sweet potatoes from Hawaii are also
included.

This notice includes a description of
the information collection requirements
currently approved by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
OMB control numbers 0579-0198 and
0579-0281. Therefore, we will
consolidate them into one collection
(0579-0346). In addition, we have also
added recordkeeping to this collection.
As a result of consolidating 0579-0198
and 0579-0281 under 0579-0346, and
upon approval of this collection by
OMB, APHIS will retire numbers 0579—
0198 and 0579-0281.

We are asking OMB to approve our
use of these information collection
activities, as described, for an additional
3 years.

The purpose of this notice is to solicit
comments from the public (as well as
affected agencies) concerning our
information collection. These comments
will help us:

(1) Evaluate whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
Agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;

(2) Evaluate the accuracy of our
estimate of the burden of the collection
of information, including the validity of
the methodology and assumptions used;

(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

(4) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, through use, as
appropriate, of automated, electronic,
mechanical, and other collection
technologies; e.g., permitting electronic
submission of responses.

Estimate of Burden: The public
reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 0.47
hours per response.

Respondents: Wholesalers and
producers of fruits and vegetables;
growers, shippers, and exporters in
Hawaii, U.S. Territories, and State plant
regulatory officials; and irradiation
facility personnel.


http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0014
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Estimated Annual Number of
Respondents: 302.

Estimated Annual Number of
Responses per Respondent: 81.5.

Estimated Annual Number of
Responses: 24,626.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 11,749 hours. (Due to
averaging, the total annual burden hours
may not equal the product of the annual
number of responses multiplied by the
reporting burden per response.)

All responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for OMB approval. All comments will
also become a matter of public record.

Done in Washington, DG, this 18th day of
March 2015.

Kevin Shea,

Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06725 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Food Safety and Inspection Service
[Docket No. FSIS—2015-0009]

Retail Exemptions Adjusted Dollar
Limitations

AGENCY: Food Safety and Inspection
Service, USDA.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) is announcing
the dollar limitations on the amount of
meat and meat food products, poultry,
and poultry products that a retail store
can sell to hotels, restaurants, and
similar institutions without
disqualifying itself for exemption from
Federal inspection requirements. In
accordance with FSIS’s regulations, for
calendar year 2015, the dollar limitation
for meat and meat food products is
being increased from $70,400 to $76,900
and for poultry products from $57,100
to $58,200. FSIS is changing the dollar
limitations from calendar year 2014 to
reflect price changes for these products,
as evidenced by the Consumer Price
Index.

DATES: Effective Date: April 23, 2015.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Gina
Kouba, Issuances Staff, Office of Policy
and Program Development, Food Safety
and Inspection Service, USDA, 1400
Independence Avenue SW., Room 6067,
South Building, Washington, DC 20250;
(202) 690-6510.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The Federal Meat Inspection Act (21
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and the Poultry

Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 451
et seq.) provide a comprehensive
statutory framework to ensure that meat,
meat food products, poultry, and
poultry products prepared for commerce
are wholesome, not adulterated, and
properly labeled and packaged.
Statutory provisions requiring
inspection of the preparation or
processing of meat, meat food, poultry,
and poultry products do not apply to
operations of types traditionally and
usually conducted at retail stores and
restaurants when those operations are
conducted at any retail store or
restaurant or similar retail-type
establishment for sale in normal retail
quantities (21 U.S.C. 661(c)(2) and
454(c)(2)). FSIS’s regulations (9 CFR
303.1(d) and 381.10(d)) elaborate on the
conditions under which inspection
requirements do not apply to retail
operations involving the preparation of
meat and meat food, and processing of
poultry and poultry products.

Sales to Hotels, Restaurants, and
Similar Institutions

Under these regulations, sales to
hotels, restaurants, and similar
institutions (other than household
consumers) disqualify a retail store from
exemption if the product sales exceed
either of two maximum limits: 25
percent of the dollar value of total
product sales or the calendar year dollar
limitation set by the Administrator. The
dollar limitation is adjusted
automatically during the first quarter of
the year if the Consumer Price Index
(CPI), published by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, shows an increase or decrease
of more than $500 in the price of the
same volume of product for the previous
year. FSIS publishes a notice of the
adjusted dollar limitations in the
Federal Register. (See 9 CFR
303.1(d)(2)(iii)(b) and
381.10(d)(2)(iii)(b).)

The CPI for 2014 reveals an annual
average price increase for meat and meat
food products at 9.24 percent and for
poultry products at 1.97 percent. When
rounded to the nearest $100, the dollar
limitation for meat and meat food
products increased by $6,500 and the
dollar limitation for poultry products
increased by $1,100. Because the dollar
limitation of meat and meat food
products and poultry products
increased by more than $500, FSIS is
increasing the dollar limitation on sales
to hotels, restaurants, and similar
institutions to $76,900 for meat and
meat food products and to $58,200 for
poultry products for calendar year 2015,
in accordance with 9 CFR
303.1(d)(2)(iii)(b) and
381.10(d)(2)(iii)(b).

Additional Public Notification

FSIS Public awareness of all segments
of rulemaking and policy development
is important. Consequently, FSIS will
announce this Federal Register
publication on-line through the FSIS
Web page located at: http://
www.fsis.usda.gov/federal-register.

FSIS will also make copies of this
publication available through the FSIS
Constituent Update, which is used to
provide information regarding FSIS
policies, procedures, regulations,
Federal Register notices, FSIS public
meetings, and other types of information
that could affect or would be of interest
to constituents and stakeholders. The
Update is communicated via Listserv, a
free electronic mail subscription service
for industry, trade groups, consumer
interest groups, health professionals,
and other individuals who have asked
to be included. The Update is also
available on the FSIS Web page. In
addition, FSIS offers an electronic mail
subscription service which provides
automatic and customized access to
selected food safety news and
information. This service is available at
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/subscribe.
Options range from recalls to export
information to regulations, directives,
and notices. Customers can add or
delete subscriptions themselves, and
have the option to password protect
their accounts.

USDA Non-Discrimination Statement

No agency, officer, or employee of the
USDA shall, on the grounds of race,
color, national origin, religion, sex,
gender identity, sexual orientation,
disability, age, marital status, family/
parental status, income derived from a
public assistance program, or political
beliefs, exclude from participation in,
deny the benefits of, or subject to
discrimination any person in the United
States under any program or activity
conducted by the USDA.

How to File a Complaint of
Discrimination

To file a complaint of discrimination,
complete the USDA Program
Discrimination Complaint Form, which
may be accessed online at http://
www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/
docs/2012/

Complain_combined 6 8 12.pdf, or
write a letter signed by you or your
authorized representative.

Send your completed complaint form
or letter to USDA by mail, fax, or email:

Mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture
Director, Office of Adjudication, 1400
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20250-9410.


http://www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2012/Complain_combined_6_8_12.pdf
http://www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2012/Complain_combined_6_8_12.pdf
http://www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2012/Complain_combined_6_8_12.pdf
http://www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2012/Complain_combined_6_8_12.pdf
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/federal-register
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/federal-register
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/subscribe
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Fax: (202) 690-7442.
Email: program.intake@usda.gov.
Persons with disabilities who require
alternative means for communication
(Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.),
should contact USDA’s TARGET Center
at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).
Done, at Washington, DC on: March 16,
2015.
Alfred V. Almanza,
Acting Administrator.
[FR Doc. 2015-06641 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-DM-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Motorized Travel Management,
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest,
Washington: Cancellation

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Cancellation notice.

SUMMARY: On March 24, 2009, a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
environmental impact statement (ELS)
for the Motorized Travel Management
Project on the Okanogan-Wenatchee
National Forest was published in the
Federal Register (74 FR 12304-12306).
The Forest Service has decided to
cancel the preparation of this EIS. The
NOI is hereby rescinded.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions may be addressed to Jennifer
Zbyszewski, Recreation Wilderness &
Facilities Program Manager, Methow
Valley Ranger District, 24 W. Chewuch
Road, Winthrop, Washington 98862
(phone: 503-996—4021).

Dated: March 13, 2015.
Jason Kuiken,
Deputy Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 2015-06304 Filed 3—-23—-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Black Hills National Forest Advisory
Board

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The Black Hills National
Forest Advisory Board (Board) will meet
in Rapid City, South Dakota. The Board
is established consistent with the
Federal Advisory Committee Act of
1972 (5 U.S.C. App. II), the Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources

Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1600 et
seq.), the National Forest Management
Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1612), and the
Federal Public Lands Recreation
Enhancement Act (Pub. L. 108—447).
Additional information concerning the
Board, including the meeting summary/
minutes, can be found by visiting the
Board’s Web site at: http://
www.fs.usda.gov/main/blackhills/
workingtogether/advisorycommittees.

DATES: The meeting will be held
Wednesday, April 15, 2015 at 1:00 p.m.
All meetings are subject to
cancellation. For updated status of
meeting prior to attendance, please
contact the person listed under FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
the Mystic Ranger District, 8221 South
Highway 16, Rapid City, South Dakota.
Written comments may be submitted as
described under SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION. All comments, including
names and addresses, when provided,
are placed in the record and available
for public inspection and copying. The
public may inspect comments received
at the Black Hills National Forest
Supervisor’s Office. Please call ahead to
facilitate entry into the building.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Scott Jacobson, Committee Coordinator,
by phone at 605-673-9216, or by email
at sjjacobson@fs.fed.us.

Individuals who use
telecommunication devices for the deaf
(TDD) may call the Federal Information
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-800-877-8339
between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.,
Eastern Standard Time, Monday
through Friday.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of the meeting is to provide:

(1) Northern Long Eared Bat Listing
Update; and

(2) FY 15-19 Vegetation Management
Strategy (Follow-up); and

(3) Bearlodge Project Presentation
Update; and

(4) 2015 Fire Season Forecast; and

(5) 2015 Fire Season Preparedness.

The meeting is open to the public.
The agenda will include time for people
to make oral statements of three minutes
or less. Individuals wishing to make an
oral statement should submit a request
in writing by April 6, 2015 to be
scheduled on the agenda. Anyone who
would like to bring related matters to
the attention of the Board may file
written statements with the Board’s staff
before or after the meeting. Written
comments and time requests for oral
comments must be sent to Scott
Jacobson, Black Hills National Forest
Supervisor’s Office, 1019 North Fifth
Street, Custer, South Dakota 57730; by

email to sjjacobson@fs.fed.us, or via
facsimile to 605-673—-9208.

Meeting Accommodations: If you are
a person requiring reasonable
accommodation, please make requests
in advance for sign language
interpreting, assistive listening devices
or other reasonable accommodation for
access to the facility or proceedings by
contacting the person listed in the
section titled FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. All reasonable
accommodation requests are managed
on a case by case basis.

Dated: March 17, 2015.
Craig Bobzien,
Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 2015-06671 Filed 3—-23-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3411-15-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

[Docket No. APHIS-2015-0019]

Notice of Request for Revision to and
Extension of Approval of an
Information Collection; Importation of
Peppers From Certain Central
American Countries

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection;
comment request.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this
notice announces the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service’s intention to
request a revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection
associated with regulations for the
importation of peppers from certain
Central American countries.

DATES: We will consider all comments
that we receive on or before May 26,
2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019.

e Postal Mail/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No.
APHIS-2015-0019, Regulatory Analysis
and Development, PPD, APHIS, Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road Unit 118,
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238.

Supporting documents and any
comments we receive on this docket
may be viewed at http://
www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019 or
in our reading room, which is located in


http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/blackhills/workingtogether/advisorycommittees
http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/blackhills/workingtogether/advisorycommittees
http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/blackhills/workingtogether/advisorycommittees
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0019
mailto:program.intake@usda.gov
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room 1141 of the USDA South Building,
14th Street and Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC. Normal reading
room hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except
holidays. To be sure someone is there to
help you, please call (202) 799-7039
before coming.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information on the importation of
peppers from certain Central American
countries, contact Mr. Juan (Tony)
Roman, Senior Regulatory Policy
Specialist, RCC, RPM, PHP, PPQ),
APHIS, 4700 River Road Unit 156,
Riverdale, MD 20737; (301) 851-2242.
For copies of more detailed information
on the information collection, contact
Mrs. Kimberly Hardy, APHIS’
Information Collection Coordinator, at
(301) 851-2727.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Importation of Peppers From
Certain Central American Countries.

OMB Control Number: 0579-0274.

Type of Request: Revision to and
extension of approval of an information
collection.

Abstract: The Plant Protection Act
(PPA, 7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) authorizes
the Secretary of Agriculture to restrict
the importation, entry, or interstate
movement of plants, plant products, and
other articles to prevent the
introduction of plant pests, including
fruit flies, into the United States or their
dissemination within the United States.
Regulations authorized by the PPA
concerning the importation of fruits and
vegetables into the United States from
certain parts of the world are contained
in “Subpart—Fruits and Vegetables” (7
CFR 319.56-1 through 319.56-71).

In accordance with § 319.56—40,
peppers from Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and
Panama are subject to certain conditions
before entering the United States to
prevent the introduction of plant pests
into the United States. The regulations
require the use of information collection
activities, including inspections by
national plant protection organization
(NPPO) officials of the country of
export; a bilateral workplan; production
site registration; fruit fly trapping,
monitoring, quality control program,
and recordkeeping; box labeling; and a
phytosanitary certificate.

When comparing the regulations to
the information collection activities that
were previously approved, we found
that production site registration and the
quality control program were omitted
from the previous collection. By adding
these activities to this information
collection, the estimated annual number
of responses per respondent has

increased from 3,226.65 to 21,947. We
also found that we overestimated the
burden hours for recordkeeping. In
addition, the estimated annual number
of respondents has decreased from 245
to 36. As a result of these factors, the
estimated total annual burden on
respondents decreased from 2,999 hours
to 1,929 hours.

We are asking the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) to
approve our use of these information
collection activities, as described, for an
additional 3 years.

The purpose of this notice is to solicit
comments from the public (as well as
affected agencies) concerning our
information collection. These comments
will help us:

(1) Evaluate whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
Agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;

(2) Evaluate the accuracy of our
estimate of the burden of the collection
of information, including the validity of
the methodology and assumptions used;

(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

(4) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, through use, as
appropriate, of automated, electronic,
mechanical, and other collection
technologies; e.g., permitting electronic
submission of responses.

Estimate of burden: The public
reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average
0.00244 hours per response.

Respondents: Importers, NPPOs,
growers, and shippers of peppers in
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Panama.

Estimated annual number of
respondents: 36.

Estimated annual number of
responses per respondent: 21,947.

Estimated annual number of
responses: 790,092.

Estimated total annual burden on
respondents: 1,929 hours. (Due to
averaging, the total annual burden hours
may not equal the product of the annual
number of responses multiplied by the
reporting burden per response.)

All responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for OMB approval. All comments will
also become a matter of public record.

Done in Washington, DC, this 18th day of
March 2015.

Kevin Shea,

Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06721 Filed 3-23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

[Docket No. APHIS-2015-0021]

Notice of Request for Revision to and
Extension of Approval of an
Information Collection; Importation of
Fruits and Vegetables

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection;
comment request.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this
notice announces the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service’s intention to
request a revision to and extension of
approval of an information collection
associated with the regulations for the
importation of fruits and vegetables into
the United States.

DATES: We will consider all comments
that we receive on or before May 26,
2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail,D=APHIS-2015-0021.

e Postal Mail/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No.
APHIS-2015-0021, Regulatory Analysis
and Development, PPD, APHIS, Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road Unit 118,
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238.

Supporting documents and any
comments we receive on this docket
may be viewed at http://
www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021 or
in our reading room, which is located in
room 1141 of the USDA South Building,
14th Street and Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC. Normal reading
room hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except
holidays. To be sure someone is there to
help you, please call (202) 799-7039
before coming.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information on the regulations for the
importation of fruits and vegetables into
the United States, contact Mr. Juan
(Tony) Roman, Senior Regulatory Policy
Specialist, RCC, RPM, PHP, PPQ,
APHIS, 4700 River Road Unit 156,
Riverdale, MD 20737; (301) 851-2242.
For copies of more detailed information
on the information collection, contact
Ms. Kimberly Hardy, APHIS’
Information Collection Coordinator, at
(301) 851-2727.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:


http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2015-0021
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Title: Importation of Fruits and
Vegetables.
OMB Control Number: 0579-0264.

Type of Request: Revision to and
extension of approval of an information
collection.

Abstract: The Plant Protection Act
(PPA, 7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) authorizes
the Secretary of Agriculture to restrict
the importation, entry, or interstate
movement of plants, plant products, and
other articles to prevent the
introduction of plant pests into the
United States or their dissemination
within the United States. This authority
has been delegated to the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, which
administers regulations to implement
the PPA.

The regulations in “Subpart—Fruits
and Vegetables” (7 CFR 319.56-1
through 319.56-71) allow a number of
fruits and vegetables into the United
States, under specified conditions, from
certain parts of the world while
continuing to protect against the
introduction of pests into the United
States. Under these regulations, the
importation of a variety of fruits and
vegetables from Belgium, Central
America, China, the Dominican
Republic, Jamaica, Jerusalem, the
Netherlands, South America, and
Trinidad and Tobago requires the use of
phytosanitary certificates.

In our previous extension request for
this collection, we included the
information collection activities of
trapping records and compliance
agreements, which were specific to
untreated citrus from Mexico. However,
we have removed the collection
activities for untreated citrus from
Mexico from this collection because
they are now listed under a different
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) control number. As a result, the
overall burden numbers for this
collection have decreased.

We are asking OMB to approve our
use of this information collection
activity, as described, for an additional
3 years.

The purpose of this notice is to solicit
comments from the public (as well as
affected agencies) concerning our
information collection. These comments
will help us:

(1) Evaluate whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
Agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;

(2) Evaluate the accuracy of our
estimate of the burden of the collection
of information, including the validity of
the methodology and assumptions used;

(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

(4) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, through use, as
appropriate, of automated, electronic,
mechanical, and other collection
technologies; e.g., permitting electronic
submission of responses.

Estimate of Burden: The public
reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 0.25
hours per response.

Respondents: National plant
protection organization officials of
countries exporting to the United States.

Estimated Annual Number of
Respondents: 12.

Estimated Annual Number of
Responses per Respondent: 39.

Estimated Annual Number of
Responses: 468.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 117 hours. (Due to
averaging, the total annual burden hours
may not equal the product of the annual
number of responses multiplied by the
reporting burden per response.)

All responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for OMB approval. All comments will
also become a matter of public record.

Done in Washington, DC, this 18th day of
March 2015.

Kevin Shea,

Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06723 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
National Agricultural Library

Notice of Intent To Seek Approval To
Collect Information

AGENCY: National Agricultural Library,
Agricultural Research Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice and Request for
Comments.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub.
L. 104-13) and Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) regulations at 5 CFR
part 1320, this notice announces the
National Agricultural Library’s (NAL)
intent to request an extension of
currently approved information
collection form related to the Animal
Welfare Information Center’s (AWIC)
workshop, Meeting the Information
Requirements of the Animal Welfare
Act. This workshop registration form
requests the following information from
participants: Contact information,

affiliation, and database searching
experience. Participants include
principal investigators, members of
Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committees, animal care technicians,
facility managers, veterinarians, and
administrators of animal use programs.
DATES: Comments on this notice much
be received by May 26, 2015 to be
assured of consideration.

ADDRESSES: Address all comments
concerning this notice to Sandra Ball,
Information Technology Specialist,
USDA, ARS, NAL Animal Welfare
Information Center, 10301 Baltimore
Avenue, Room #118G, Beltsville,
Maryland 20705-2351. Submit
electronic comments to:
sandra.ball@ars.usda.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sandra Ball, Information Technology
Specialist. Phone: 301 504 6212 or Fax:
301 504 5181.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Animal Welfare Act Workshop
Registration.

OMB Number: 0518-033.

Expiration Date:

Type of Request: To extend currently
approved data collection form.

Abstract: This Web-based form
collects information to register
respondents in the workshop, Meeting
the Information Requirements of the
Animal Welfare Act. Information
collected includes the following:
Preference of workshop date, name,
title/position, organization name,
mailing address, phone number, and
email address. Five questions are asked
regarding: Database searching
experience, membership on an
Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committee, position as principal
investigator, and goals for attending the
workshop.

Estimate of Burden: Public reporting
burden for this collection of information
is estimated to average 5 minutes per
response.

Respondents: Principal investigators,
members of Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committees, animal care
personnel, veterinarians, information
providers, and administrators of animal
use programs.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
200 per year.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 16.6 hours.

Comments are invited on (a) whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the Agency,
including whether the information will
have practical utility; (b) the accuracy of
the Agency’s estimate of the burden of
the proposed collection of information,
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including the validity of the
methodology and the assumptions used;
(c) ways to enhance the quality, utility,
and clarity of the information to be
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who respond, including the
use of appropriate automated,
electronic, mechanical, or other
technology. Comments should be sent to
the address in the preamble. All
responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) approval. All comments will
become a matter of public record.

Dated: March 11, 2015.
Simon Y. Liu,

Associate Administrator, Agriculture
Research Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06608 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-03-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Natural Resources Conservation
Service

[Docket No. NRCS—2015-0002]

Notice of Meeting of the Agricultural
Air Quality Task Force

AGENCY: Natural Resources
Conservation Service, USDA.

ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Air
Quality Task Force (AAQTF) will meet
for discussions on critical air quality
issues relating to agriculture. Special
emphasis will be placed on obtaining a
greater understanding about the
relationship between agricultural
production and air quality. The meeting
is open to the public, and a draft agenda
is included in this notice.

DATES: The meeting will convene at 8:00
a.m. EDT on Wednesday and Thursday
April 22-23, 2015. A public comment
period will be held on the morning of
April 23. The meeting will end at
approximately noon on April 23.
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held in
Room 156/157 of the Plant
Biotechnology building at the
University of Tennessee, 2505 E. J.
Chapman Drive, Knoxville, TN 37996.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions and comments should be
directed to Dr. Greg Johnson, Designated
Federal Official, USDA, NRCS, 1201
Lloyd Boulevard, Suite 1000, Portland
Oregon 97232; telephone: (503) 273—
2424; fax: (503) 273—2401; or email:
greg.johnson@por.usda.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice of
this meeting is given under the Federal
Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. App.
2. Additional information concerning
AAQTF, including any revised agendas
for the April 22-23, 2015 meeting that
occurs after this Federal Register Notice
is published, may be found at:
www.nres.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/
detail/national/air/taskforce.

Draft Agenda

Meeting of the AAQTF
April 22-23, 2015
Knoxville, Tennessee

A. Welcome remarks and introductions

B. An overview of Tennessee agriculture

C. USDA, NRCS, and Tennessee
agriculture and forestry

D. Update on agricultural air quality
regulatory issues at the
Environmental Protection Agency

E. AAQTF Subcommittee reports

F. Agriculture, forestry, and
sustainability issues

G. Great Smoky Mountains National
Park plant-ozone issues

H. Updates from USDA agencies (Forest
Service, NRCS, NIFA, and ARS)

L. Selected agricultural air quality
research presentations

J. Public Input (Individual presentations
limited to 5 minutes)

Please note that the timing of events
in the agenda is subject to change to
accommodate changing schedules of
expected speakers and or extended
discussions.

Procedural

This meeting is open to the public. On
April 23, 2015, the public will have an
opportunity to provide up to 5 minutes
of input to the AAQTF.

Information on Services for Individuals
With Disabilities

For information on facilities or
services for individuals with disabilities
or to request special assistance at the
meeting, please contact Greg Johnson
(contact information listed above).
USDA prohibits discrimination in its
programs and activities on the basis of
race, color, national origin, gender,
religion, age, sexual orientation, or
disability. Additionally, discrimination
on the basis of political beliefs and
marital or family status is also
prohibited by statutes enforced by
USDA. (Not all prohibited bases apply
to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternate means
for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audio
tape, etc.) should contact the USDA’s
Target Center at (202) 720-2000 (voice
and TDD).

Signed this 18th day of March 2015, in
Washington, DC

Jason A. Weller,

Chief.

[FR Doc. 2015-06617 Filed 3—23—-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3410-16-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Foreign-Trade Zones Board
[S-72—2014]

Approval of Subzone Status, The
Coleman Company, Inc., Sauk Rapids,
Minnesota

On June 9, 2014, the Executive
Secretary of the Foreign-Trade Zones
(FTZ) Board docketed an application
submitted by the Greater Metropolitan
Area Foreign Trade Zone Commission,
grantee of FTZ 119, requesting subzone
status subject to the existing activation
limit of FTZ 119 on behalf of The
Coleman Company, Inc., in Sauk
Rapids, Minnesota.

The application was processed in
accordance with the FTZ Act and
Regulations, including notice in the
Federal Register inviting public
comment (79 FR 33903-33904, 6—-13—
2014). The FTZ staff examiner reviewed
the application and determined that it
meets the criteria for approval.

Pursuant to the authority delegated to
the FTZ Board’s Executive Secretary (15
CFR Sec. 400.36(f)), the application to
establish Subzone 1191 is approved,
subject to the FTZ Act and the Board’s
regulations, including Section 400.13,
and further subject to FTZ 119’s 2,000-
acre activation limit.

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Andrew McGilvray,
Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2015-06748 Filed 3—-23—-15; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
[A-533-843]

Certain Lined Paper Products From
India: Partial Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review; 2013-2014

AGENCY: Enforcement and Compliance,
International Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce.
SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
(the Department) is conducting an
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on certain lined
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paper products (CLPP) from India.? The
period of review (POR) is September 1,
2013, through August 31, 2014, and the
Department initiated the review with
respect to seven companies.2 We are
rescinding the review with respect to
three companies for which review
requests were timely withdrawn.3
DATES: Effective March 24, 2015.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cindy Robinson or George McMahon,
AD/CVD Operations, Office III,
Enforcement and Compliance,
International Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230; telephone (202)
482-3797 or (202) 482-1167,
respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On September 2, 2014, the
Department published a notice of
opportunity to request an administrative
review of the antidumping duty order
on certain lined paper from India.*
Pursuant to requests from interested
parties, the Department published in the
Federal Register the notice of
initiation ® of this antidumping duty
administrative review with respect
seven companies for the period
September 1, 2013, through August 31,
2014.

Rescission of Review, in Part

Pursuant to 19 CFR 351.213(d)(1), the
Secretary will rescind an administrative
review, in whole or in part, if a party
that requested a review withdraws the
request within 90 days of the date of

1 See Notice of Amended Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Certain Lined Paper
Products from the People’s Republic of China;
Notice of Antidumping Duty Orders: Certain Lined
Paper Products from India, Indonesia and the
People’s Republic of China; and Notice of
Countervailing Duty Orders: Certain Lined Paper
Products from India and Indonesia, 71 FR 56949
(September 28, 2006) (CLPP Order).

2The seven companies are: Kokuyo Riddhi Paper
Products Private Limited (Kokuyo Riddhi), Marisa
International (Marisa), Navneet Publications (India)
Ltd./Navneet Education Limited (Navneet), Pioneer
Stationery Private Limited (Pioneer), Riddhi
Enterprises, SAB International (SAB), and Super
Impex (AKA M/S Super Impex) (Super Impex).

3 The three companies include: Marisa, Pioneer,
and Super Impex. Although Kokuyo Riddhi and
Navneet filed timely withdrawal requests,
petitioners’ withdrawal request did not include a
withdrawal of Kokuyo Riddhi and Navneet,
companies for which the petitioners requested a
review. Therefore, Kokuyo Riddhi and Navneet
remain subject to the instant review.

4 See Antidumping or Countervailing Duty Order,
Finding, or Suspended Investigation; Opportunity
To Request Administrative Review, 79 FR 51958
(September 2, 2014).

5 See Initiation of Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Administrative Reviews, 79 FR
64565 (October 30, 2014).

publication of the notice of initiation of
the requested review. The instant
review was initiated on October 30,
2014. Accordingly, the deadline to
timely file withdrawal of review
requests was January 28, 2015.

Petitioners submitted requests for
review with respect to the following
seven companies: Kokuyo Riddhi,
Marisa, Navneet, Pioneer, Riddhi
Enterprises, SAB, and Super Impex.6 On
December 12, 2014, Navneet timely
withdrew its request for administrative
review. On January 28, 2015, the
petitioners timely withdrew their
request for administrative review of
Marisa, Pioneer, and Super Impex. On
January 28, 2015, Kokuyo Riddhi
withdrew its request for administrative
review. Thus, the aforementioned
withdrawal requests are timely because
they were filed within the 90-day
deadline.

In accordance with 19 CFR
351.213(d)(1) and consistent with our
practice,” we are rescinding this review
with respect to Marisa, Pioneer, and
Super Impex. The instant review will
continue with respect to Kokuyo
Riddhi, Navneet, Riddhi Enterprises,
and SAB.8

Assessment

The Department will instruct Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) to assess
antidumping duties on all appropriate
entries. For the companies for which
this review is rescinded, i.e., Marisa,
Pioneer, and Super Impex, antidumping
duties shall be assessed at rates equal to
the cash deposit of estimated
antidumping duties required at the time
of entry, or withdrawal from warehouse,
for consumption, during the period
September 1, 2013, through August 31,
2014, in accordance with 19 CFR
351.212(c)(1) ().

The Department intends to issue
appropriate assessment instructions
directly to CBP 15 days after publication
of this notice.

Notification to Importers

This notice serves as a reminder to
importers of their responsibility under
19 CFR 351.402(f)(2) to file a certificate

6 See Petitioners’ letter dated September 30, 2014.

7 See, e.g., Brass Sheet and Strip from Germany:
Notice of Rescission of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review, 73 FR 49170 (August 20,
2008); Certain Lined Paper Products from India:
Notice of Partial Rescission of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review and Extension of Time Limit
for the Preliminary Results of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review, 74 FR 21781 (May 11,
2009).

8 Kokuyo Riddhi and Navneet remain in the
instant review because the petitioners” withdrawal
request did not include these two particular
companies.

regarding the reimbursement of
antidumping and/or countervailing
duties prior to liquidation of the
relevant entries during this review
period. Failure to comply with this
requirement could result in the
Secretary’s presumption that
reimbursement of antidumping and/or
countervailing duties occurred and the
subsequent increase in the amount of
antidumping duties assessed.

Notification Regarding Administrative
Protective Order

This notice serves as a reminder to
parties subject to administrative
protective orders (APOs) of their
responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under an APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.305(a)(3), which
continues to govern business
proprietary information in this segment
of the proceeding. Timely written
notification of the return/destruction of
APO materials or conversion to judicial
protective order is hereby requested.
Failure to comply with the regulations
and terms of an APO is a violation
which is subject to sanction.

Notification to Interested Parties

This notice is issued and published in
accordance with sections 751(a)(1) and
777(i)(1) of the Act and 19 CFR
351.213(d)(4).

Dated: March 18, 2015.

Gary Taverman,

Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Operations.

[FR Doc. 2015-06752 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

RIN 0648—-XD816

Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Reef Fish
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico;
Exempted Fishing Permit

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of receipt of an
application for an exempted fishing
permit; request for comments.

SUMMARY: NMFS announces the receipt
of an application for an exempted
fishing permit (EFP) from the
Mississippi Department of Marine
Resources (MS DMR). If granted, the
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EFP would authorize the applicant to
collect red drum in Federal waters using
state of MS-licensed charter and
headboat vessels (for-hire vessels). The
purpose of this study is to collect
population data specific to the genetics,
age and growth, reproduction, and food
habits of adult red drum in Federal
waters where harvest is currently
prohibited. The data would then be
used to support future stock assessment
information for red drum.

DATES: Comments must be received no
later than April 23, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
on the application by any of the
following methods:

e Email:
0648.XD816.Red.Drum.EFP@noaa.gov.
Include in the subject line of the email
comment the following document
identifier: “MS Red Drum_EFP”’.

e Mail: Steve Branstetter, Southeast
Regional Office, NMFS, 263 13th
Avenue South, St. Petersburg, FL 33701.

The application and related
documents are available for review
upon written request to any of the above
addresses.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steve Branstetter, 727—824—-5305; email:
Steve.Branstetter@noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EFP is
requested under the authority of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (16
U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), and regulations at
50 CFR 600.745(b) concerning exempted
fishing.

The harvest and possession of red
drum in the Federal waters of the Gulf
of Mexico (Gulf) has been prohibited
since 1988 (53 FR 24662, June 29, 1988).
The harvest and possession prohibition
was implemented to protect the Gulf red
drum stock from overfishing. The Gulf
of Mexico Fishery Management Council
(Council) is currently discussing
whether to modify or remove this
harvest and possession prohibition, but
data regarding the adult red drum in
Gulf Federal waters is limited. The
existing population data is not
representative of the Gulf red drum
population as a whole as it mainly
consists of younger and smaller red
drum samples obtained from state
waters where harvest is permitted.

The proposed collection for scientific
research involves activities that would
be prohibited by regulations at 50 CFR
part 622, as they pertain to red drum
managed by the Council. Specifically,
the EFP requests exemption from
Federal regulations at § 622.92
(Prohibited species) that prohibit the
harvest and possession of red drum in
Gulf Federal waters.

The applicant requests authorization
through the EFP to allow state of MS-
licensed for-hire vessels to have a
recreational bag and possession limit of
one red drum per person per trip from
Federal waters. There would be no size
limits applicable for the red drum
collected through this EFP.
Additionally, the red drum bag and
possession limits for captain and crew
of any for-hire vessel participating in
this study would be zero.

Beginning in the fall of 2015, the
applicant requests to collect a maximum
of 30,000 1b (13,608 kg) of red drum
during a 2-year period. The 30,000 lb
(13,608 kg) is equivalent to
approximately 2,000 red drum or about
1,000 red drum per each year of the
study. According to MS DMR, as many
as 70 for-hire vessels would be a part of
the study. For any vessel trip that plans
to harvest red drum, the vessel would be
required to hail-in and hail-out with a
representative of MS DMR using an
existing MS DMR electronic reporting
format. A representative of MS DMR
would then meet the vessel that has red
drum onboard harvested from Federal
waters to collect sample information.
The applicant would monitor the
amount of red drum collected to ensure
that the 30,000 1b (13,608 kg) sample
limit is not exceeded. After biological
sampling by MS DMR is completed for
each red drum landed by participating
for-hire vessels, recreational fishers
from the for-hire vessel would be
allowed to retain the red drum as
recreational harvest. All red drum
collected through this study would be
harvested during regular for-hire trips
using hook-and-line gear in Gulf Federal
waters. A MS-licensed for-hire vessel
would not be permitted to fish for or
possess either Gulf reef fish species or
coastal migratory pelagic species unless
that vessel also had a Federal charter
vessel/headboat permit for the
applicable species. It is not anticipated
that the study will increase any overall
fishing effort in the Gulf.

Samples to be collected by the
applicant include biological material for
red drum population genetics, age and
growth, reproduction, and food habits
analyses of adult red drum in Federal
waters. Some specific information to be
collected include using molecular
techniques to identify possible meta-
populations and genetic structure,
stomach content analysis, tissue
analysis, several length measurements,
otolith sampling, and histology analysis.

The research data are intended to
provide better life history information to
assist with any future red drum stock
assessments and to assist the Council
with future management decisions.

NMFS finds this application warrants
further consideration. Possible
conditions the agency may impose on
this permit, if it is indeed granted,
include but are not limited to, a
prohibition of conducting research
within marine protected areas, marine
sanctuaries, or special management
zones, without additional authorization.
A report on the research would be due
at the end of the collection period, to be
submitted to NMFS and reviewed by the
Council.

A final decision on issuance of the
EFP will depend on NMFS’ review of
public comments received on the
application, consultations with
appropriate fishery management
agencies of the affected states, the
Council, and the U.S. Coast Guard, as
well as a determination that it is
consistent with all applicable laws.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: March 18, 2015.

Emily H. Menashes,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06661 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-570-896]

Magnesium Metal From the People’s
Republic of China: Final Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review; 2013-2014

AGENCY: Enforcement and Compliance,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

DATES: Effective Date: March 24, 2015.
SUMMARY: On November 24, 2014, the
Department of Commerce (‘“‘the
Department”’) published in the Federal
Register the preliminary results of the
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on magnesium
metal from the People’s Republic of
China (“PRC”) covering the period April
1, 2013 through March 31, 2014.1 This
review covers two PRC producer/
exporters, Tianjin Magnesium
International, Co., Ltd. (“TMI”’) and
Tianjin Magnesium Metal, Co., Ltd.
(“TMM”). The Department gave
interested parties an opportunity to
comment on the Preliminary Results,
but we received no comments. Hence,
these final results are unchanged from

1 See Magnesium Metal From the People’s
Republic of China: Preliminary Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review; 2013-
2014, 79 FR 69834 (November 24, 2014)
(“Preliminary Results”).
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the Preliminary Results, and we
continue to find that TMI and TMM did
not have reviewable entries during the
period of review (“POR”).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James Terpstra or Erin Begnal, AD/CVD
Operations, Office III, Enforcement and
Compliance, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230;
telephone: (202) 482—-3965 or (202) 482—
1442, respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On November 24, 2014, the
Department published the Preliminary
Results of the instant review.2 TMI and
TMM submitted timely-filed
certifications indicating that they had
no shipments of subject merchandise to
the United States during the POR.3 In
addition, in response to the
Department’s query, U.S. Customs and
Border Protection (“CBP”’) did not
provide any evidence that contradicted
TMI's and TMM’s claims of no
shipments. The Department received
no comments from interested parties
concerning the results of the CBP query.
Therefore, based on TMI's and TMM'’s
certification and our analysis of CBP
information, we preliminarily
determined that TMI did not have any
reviewable entries during the POR.5 We
invited interested parties to comment on
the Preliminary Results.® We received
no comments from interested parties.

The Department conducted this
review in accordance with section
751(a)(1)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (“the Act”).

Scope of the Order

The product covered by this
antidumping duty order is magnesium
metal from the PRC, which includes
primary and secondary alloy
magnesium metal, regardless of
chemistry, raw material source, form,
shape, or size. Magnesium is a metal or
alloy containing by weight primarily the
element magnesium. Primary
magnesium is produced by
decomposing raw materials into
magnesium metal. Secondary

2]d.

3 See letter from TMI, ‘““Magnesium Metal from
the People’s Republic of China; A—570-896;
Certification of No Sales by Tianjin Magnesium
International, Co., Ltd.,” dated June 25, 2014, at 1;
and letter from TMM, “Magnesium Metal from the
People’s Republic of China; A-570-896;
Certification of No Sales by Tianjin Magnesium
Metal, Co., Ltd.,” dated July 21, 2014 at 1.

4 See Preliminary Results, 79 FR at 69834.

51d.

61d.

magnesium is produced by recycling
magnesium-based scrap into magnesium
metal. The magnesium covered by this
order includes blends of primary and
secondary magnesium.

The subject merchandise includes the
following alloy magnesium metal
products made from primary and/or
secondary magnesium including,
without limitation, magnesium cast into
ingots, slabs, rounds, billets, and other
shapes; magnesium ground, chipped,
crushed, or machined into rasping,
granules, turnings, chips, powder,
briquettes, and other shapes; and
products that contain 50 percent or
greater, but less than 99.8 percent,
magnesium, by weight, and that have
been entered into the United States as
conforming to an “ASTM Specification
for Magnesium Alloy” 7 and are thus
outside the scope of the existing
antidumping orders on magnesium from
the PRC (generally referred to as ““alloy”
magnesium).

The scope of this order excludes: (1)
All forms of pure magnesium, including
chemical combinations of magnesium
and other material(s) in which the pure
magnesium content is 50 percent or
greater, but less than 99.8 percent, by
weight, that do not conform to an
“ASTM Specification for Magnesium
Alloy” 8; (2) magnesium that is in liquid
or molten form; and (3) mixtures
containing 90 percent or less
magnesium in granular or powder form
by weight and one or more of certain
non-magnesium granular materials to
make magnesium-based reagent
mixtures, including lime, calcium
metal, calcium silicon, calcium carbide,
calcium carbonate, carbon, slag
coagulants, fluorspar, nephaline syenite,
feldspar, alumina (Al1203), calcium
aluminate, soda ash, hydrocarbons,
graphite, coke, silicon, rare earth
metals/mischmetal, cryolite, silica/fly
ash, magnesium oxide, periclase,
ferroalloys, dolomite lime, and
colemanite.?

7 The meaning of this term is the same as that
used by the American Society for Testing and
Materials in its Annual Book for ASTM Standards:
Volume 01.02 Aluminum and Magnesium Alloys.

8 The material is already covered by existing
antidumping orders. See Notice of Antidumping
Duty Orders: Pure Magnesium from the People’s
Republic of China, the Russian Federation and
Ukraine; Notice of Amended Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Antidumping Duty
Investigation of Pure Magnesium from the Russian
Federation, 60 FR 25691 (May 12, 1995); and
Antidumping Duty Order: Pure Magnesium in
Granular Form from the People’s Republic of China,
66 FR 57936 (November 19, 2001).

9 This third exclusion for magnesium-based
reagent mixtures is based on the exclusion for
reagent mixtures in the 2000-2001 investigations of
magnesium from China, Israel, and Russia. See
Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair

The merchandise subject to this order
is classifiable under items 8104.19.00,
and 8104.30.00 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States
(“HTSUS”). Although the HTSUS items
are provided for convenience and
customs purposes, the written
description of the merchandise is
dispositive.

Final Determination of No Shipments

As explained above, in the
Preliminary Results, the Department
found that TMI and TMM did not have
reviewable entries during the POR.10
Also in the Preliminary Results, the
Department stated that consistent with
its refinement to its assessment practice
in non-market economy (“NME”’) cases,
it is appropriate not to rescind the
review in this circumstance but, rather,
to complete the review with respect to
TMI and TMM and to issue appropriate
instructions to CBP based on the final
results of the review.11

After issuing the Preliminary Results,
the Department received no comments
from interested parties, nor has it
received any information that would
cause it to revisit its preliminary results.
Therefore, for these final results, the
Department continues to find that TMI
and TMM did not have any reviewable
entries during the POR.

Assessment Rates

The Department determined, and CBP
shall assess, antidumping duties on all
appropriate entries of subject
merchandise in accordance with the
final results of this review.12 The
Department intends to issue assessment
instructions to CBP 15 days after the
date of publication of these final results
of review.

Additionally, consistent with the
Department’s refinement to its
assessment practice in NME cases,
because the Department determined that
TMI and TMM had no shipments of
subject merchandise during the POR,
any suspended entries that entered
under TMI’s antidumping duty case

Value: Pure Magnesium in Granular Form From the
People’s Republic of China, 66 FR 49345
(September 27, 2001); Final Determination of Sales
at Less Than Fair Value: Pure Magnesium From
Israel, 66 FR 49349 (September 27, 2001); Final
Determination of Sales at Not Less Than Fair Value:
Pure Magnesium From the Russian Federation, 66
FR 49347 (September 27, 2001). These mixtures are
not magnesium alloys, because they are not
combined in liquid form and cast into the same
ingot.

10 See Preliminary Results, 79 FR at 69834-35.

11 See Non-Market Economy Antidumping
Proceedings: Assessment of Antidumping Duties, 76
FR 65694 (October 24, 2011) (“Assessment Practice
Refinement”) and the “Assessment Rates” section,
below.

12 See 19 CFR 351.212(b).



Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 56/Tuesday, March 24, 2015/ Notices

15557

number (i.e., at that exporter’s rate) will
be liquidated at the PRC-wide rate.13 As
TMM'’s entries are subject to the PRC-
wide rate, any suspended entries will
also be liquidated at the PRC-wide rate.

Cash Deposit Requirements

The following cash deposit
requirements will be effective for all
shipments of subject merchandise
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after the
publication date of this notice of final
results of the administrative review, as
provided by section 751(a)(2)(C) of the
Act: (1) For TMI, which claimed no
shipments, the cash deposit rate will
remain unchanged from the rate
assigned to TMI in the most recently
completed review of the company; (2)
for previously investigated or reviewed
PRC and non-PRC exporters who are not
under review in this segment of the
proceeding but who have separate rates,
the cash deposit rate will continue to be
the exporter-specific rate published for
the most recent period; (3) for all PRC
exporters of subject merchandise that
have not been found to be entitled to a
separate rate (including TMM, which
claimed no shipments, but has not been
found to be separate from the PRC-wide
entity), the cash deposit rate will be the
PRC-wide rate of 141.49 percent; 14 and
(4) for all non-PRC exporters of subject
merchandise which have not received
their own rate, the cash deposit rate will
be the rate applicable to the PRC
exporter(s) that supplied that non-PRC
exporter. These deposit requirements,
when imposed, shall remain in effect
until further notice.

Notification to Importers

This notice serves as a final reminder
to importers of their responsibility
under 19 CFR 351.402(f)(2) to file a
certificate regarding the reimbursement
of antidumping duties prior to
liquidation of the relevant entries
during this POR. Failure to comply with
this requirement could result in the
Department’s presumption that
reimbursement of antidumping duties
occurred and the subsequent assessment
of double antidumping duties.

Administrative Protective Order

This notice also serves as a reminder
to parties subject to administrative
protective order (“APQO”) of their
responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance

13 See Assessment Practice Refinement, 76 FR
65694.

14 See Notice of Antidumping Duty Order:
Magnesium Metal From the People’s Republic of
China, 70 FR 19928 (April 15, 2005).

with 19 CFR 351.305(a)(3). Timely
written notification of the return or
destruction of APO materials, or
conversion to judicial protective order,
is hereby requested. Failure to comply
with the regulations and terms of an
APO is a sanctionable violation.

We are issuing and publishing these
final results and this notice in
accordance with sections 751(a)(1) and
777(i) of the Act.

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Paul Piquado,

Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and
Compliance.

[FR Doc. 2015-06727 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
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Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Notice of 12-Month Finding
on a Petition To List the Harbor
Porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) in the
Baltic Sea as an Endangered or
Threatened Distinct Population
Segment (DPS) Under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA)

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of 12-month Finding.

SUMMARY: We, NMFS, announce a 12-
month finding on a petition to list the
harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena)
in the Baltic Sea as an endangered or
threatened distinct population segment
(DPS) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended. We conducted
a DPS analysis based on our joint U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and NMFS
DPS Policy. Based on the best available
scientific and commercial information,
we find that the harbor porpoise
population in the Baltic Sea is not a DPS
because it does not meet the criterion
for significance outlined by our DPS
Policy. Thus, we find this population is
not warranted for listing.

DATES: This finding was made on March
24, 2015.

ADDRESSES: Information used to make
this finding is available for public
inspection by appointment during
normal business hours at NMFS, Office
of Protected Resources, 1315 East West
Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910. The
petition and a list of the references we
used can also be found at http://

www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/
petition81.htm.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Heather Coll, NMFS, Office of Protected
Resources, (301) 427—8455.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On July 15, 2013, we received a
petition from the WildEarth Guardians
to list 81 marine species or
subpopulations as threatened or
endangered under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). We found that the
petitioned actions may be warranted for
24 species and 3 subpopulations,
announced the initiation of status
reviews, and solicited information from
the public for each of the 24 species and
3 subpopulations (78 FR 63941, October
25, 2013; 78 FR 66675, November 6,
2013; 78 FR 69376, November 19, 2013;
79 FR 9880, February 21, 2014; and 79
FR 10104, February 24, 2014). We
completed comprehensive status
reviews under the ESA for six foreign
marine species and evaluated whether
one foreign marine subpopulation met
our DPS Policy criteria in response to
the petition (79 FR 74954; December 16,
2014).

This notice addresses the finding for
one of the petitioned subpopulations: a
putative Baltic Sea harbor porpoise
(Phocoena phocoena) subpopulation (79
FR 9880; February 21, 2014). The
remaining species and subpopulation
will be addressed in subsequent
findings.

We are responsible for determining
whether species are threatened or
endangered under the ESA (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.). To make this
determination, we first consider
whether a group of organisms
constitutes a “species” under the ESA,
then whether the status of the species
qualifies it for listing as either
threatened or endangered. Section 3 of
the ESA defines a “species” as “any
subspecies of fish or wildlife or plants,
and any distinct population segment of
any species of vertebrate fish or wildlife
which interbreeds when mature.” On
February 7, 1996, NMFS and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS;
together, the Services) adopted a policy
describing what constitutes a DPS of a
taxonomic species or subspecies (the
DPS Policy; 61 FR 4722). The DPS
Policy identified two elements that must
be considered when identifying a DPS:
(1) The discreteness of the population
segment in relation to the remainder of
the species (or subspecies) to which it
belongs; and (2) the significance of the
population segment to the remainder of
the species (or subspecies) to which it
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belongs. As stated in the joint DPS
Policy, Congress expressed its
expectation that the Services would
exercise authority with regard to DPSs
sparingly and only when the biological
evidence indicates such action is
warranted. Listing determinations under
the ESA must be based on the best
available scientific and commercial
information.

Under the DPS Policy, a population
segment of a vertebrate species may be
considered discrete if it satisfies either
one of the following conditions:

(1) It is markedly separated from other
populations of the same taxon as a
consequence of physical, physiological,
ecological, or behavioral factors.
Quantitative measures of genetic or
morphological discontinuity may
provide evidence of this separation.

(2) It is delimited by international
governmental boundaries within which
differences in control of exploitation,
management of habitat, conservation
status, or regulatory mechanisms exist
that are significant in light of section
4(a)(1)(D) of the Act.

If a population segment is considered
discrete under one or more of the above
conditions, we will evaluate its
biological and ecological significance.
The significance consideration may
include the following:

(1) Persistence of the discrete
population segment in an ecological
setting unusual or unique for the taxon,

(2) Evidence that loss of the discrete
population segment would result in a
significant gap in the range of a taxon,

(3) Evidence that the discrete
population segment represents the only
surviving natural occurrence of a taxon
that may be more abundant elsewhere as
an introduced population outside its
historic range, or

(4) Evidence that the discrete
population segment differs markedly
from other populations of the species in
its genetic characteristics.

Species Description

The harbor porpoise, Phocoena
phocoena, is a widely distributed
cetacean found in temperate and
subarctic coastal and offshore waters of
the northern hemisphere and is usually
seen in groups of two to five animals
(Reeves et al., 2002). Although it is
sometimes found in offshore waters, it
is primarily considered a coastal species
limited to continental shelf waters
(Perrin et al., 2002; Hammond et al.,
2008), possibly due to feeding
preference and reproduction. It is also
commonly found in bays, estuaries,
harbors, and fjords (Powell et al., 2002).

Harbor porpoises are easy to identify
because they are smaller than most

other cetaceans in the northern
hemisphere. Males can reach up to 1.57
m in length and 61 kg in weight, while
females reach up to 1.68 m and 76 kg
(Reeves et al., 2002). They reach
maximum girth just ahead of the dorsal
fin, which gives them a robust body and
short back (Reeves et al., 2002). They
are medium to dark gray with a white
belly and throat, a short blunt beak, and
a medium-sized triangular dorsal fin.
Their maximum life span is thought to
be 24 years (Reeves et al., 2002). Data
from the Baltic Sea indicates that
females are larger than males in all age
classes (Benke et al., 1997).

Despite their small size, harbor
porpoises are highly mobile animals.
Satellite tagging studies show that
harbor porpoises have an average swim
speed of 0.6-2.3 km/h, can swim
distances of up to 58 km/day, and have
large home ranges (Read and Westgate,
1997; Sveegaard et al., 2011). This
movement likely has implications for
reproduction, foraging behavior,
bioenergetics, environmental
preferences, and population structure.

Sexual maturity is generally reached
at about 3 to 4 years, with a large
proportion of mature females producing
a calf every year (Read and Hohn, 1995;
Koschinski, 2002; Reeves et al., 2002).
Gestation lasts 10—11 months (Reeves
et al., 2002). Mean conception date is
reported as 6 July = 9.5 days in the Bay
of Fundy and Gulf of Maine and 25 July
+20.3 days in the Kattegat and
Skagerrak seas in the Baltic region
(Borjesson and Read, 2003). Timing of
conception was found to be significantly
earlier in the Baltic Sea (18 August £
11.8 days) than in the North Sea, but did
not differ between the Kattegat and
Skagerrak (Borjesson and Read, 2003).
The North Atlantic harbor porpoise sex
ratio has been reported as biased toward
males throughout life (Lockyer, 2003).
The sex ratio found in Danish waters in
the Baltic region is 55:45, male:female
(Clausen and Andersen, 1988; Sorensen
and Kinze, 1994).

It is thought that shallow water areas
are important for harbor porpoise
calving, nursing, or breeding (Kinze,
1990; Hammond et al., 1995). Calving
areas in the Baltic region have been
identified inside the 20-meter depth
contour in the northern part of the Little
Belt, Great Belt, Sejro Bight, waters
north of Fyn, archipelago south of Fyn,
and Smalandsfarvandet (Kinze, 1990).
The significantly higher proportion of
calves off Sylt and Amrum in the North
Sea indicates that these coastal waters
are used as a preferred calving ground
for North Sea harbor porpoises (Kremer
et al., 1990; Sonntag et al., 1999). North
Sea harbor porpoises have also been

found in high densities during summer
at the tip of Jylland in the northern part
of the Danish North Sea, 30km from the
Danish coast at Horns Rev, and also in
the German Bight (Teilmann et al.,
2008), suggesting possible calving areas
or even foraging areas.

Harbor porpoises’ small size, high
mobility, and relatively fast
reproduction cycle require a great deal
of energy (Read, 1999; Koopman et al.,
2002; MacLeod et al., 2007). For this
reason, they feed on high lipid content
fishes (Perin et al., 2002), though
preferred prey species can vary
regionally based upon availability
(Koschinski, 2002; Perrin et al., 2002;
Hammond et al., 2008). Harbor
porpoises are solitary feeders and do not
cooperatively forage (Reeves et al.,
2002). Herring, sprat, and cod have been
reported as the most important
schooling fish prey items in the Baltic
Sea (Koschinski, 2002), and harbor
porpoises in Polish Baltic waters have
been reported to feed on herring, sprat,
and gobies (Malinga et al., 1997). Harbor
porpoises in the Baltic Sea feed
opportunistically on certain species
found in their local area (Koschinski,
2002), and this may be the explanation
for significant differences in species
preference when compared to harbor
porpoises in other areas, such as the
North Sea (Benke et al., 1998). Harbor
porpoises in the Kattegat and Skagerrak
seas are reported to feed on Atlantic
herring as juveniles and Atlantic hagfish
as adults (Boerjesson et al., 2003).

Long-distance migrations of Baltic
harbor porpoises were thought to occur
in the past (Mohl-Hansen, 1954; Wolk,
1969; Andersen, 1982; Gaskin, 1984).
This assumption of a massive seasonal
migration has since been challenged in
the literature (Kinze, 2008; Andersen
and Clausen, 1993), and modern
telemetry research in the Baltic region
has shown there to be more of a
seasonal net movement rather than
complete seasonal migration (Read and
Westgate, 1997; Teilmann et al., 2008;
Sveegaard et al., 2011).

Environmental conditions may drive
some of their net movement. Decreasing
access to food or air and ice
entrapments could occur when the
Baltic Sea almost completely freezes
during harsh winters, causing reports of
mass deaths of harbor porpoises
(Teilmann and Lowry, 1996). There are
severe ice conditions reported in the
southeastern Baltic Sea, but they are not
consistent (Seina and Palusuo, 1996).
There have been several winters with
almost complete ice coverage in the
Baltic Sea, which would have forced
harbor porpoises from the Baltic Sea
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into the Belt Sea (Teilmann and Lowry,
1996; Koslowski and Schmelzer, 2007).

Environmental preferences for ideal
foraging and reproduction conditions
could also drive their movement.
Telemetry studies of harbor porpoises in
the Baltic region show that they
concentrate in some areas (Read and
Westgate, 1997; Teilmann et al., 2008;
Sveegaard et al., 2011). Sveegaard et al.
(2011) collected satellite telemetry data
to identify key habitat use in the Baltic
region by tagging harbor porpoises from
a Skagerrak group (northern Kattegat,
Skagerrak, North Sea) and an Inner
Danish Waters group (southern Kattegat,
Belts Seas, western Baltic Sea). They
found that harbor porpoises in the
region are not evenly distributed, and
reported nine high density areas for the
region, with clear seasonal movement
for all animals tracked. Porpoises from
the Inner Danish Waters group move
south in winter, whereas porpoises from
the Skagerrak group move west to the
North Sea; during the spring and
summer reproductive period, the
Skagerrak group stays close to one
particular area, while the Inner Danish
Waters group spreads out over the entire
range of their distribution. No difference
was found in home range size in
relation to sex for the Inner Danish
Waters group, but males of the
Skagerrak group had larger home ranges
than the females. A more recent
abundance study by Viquerat et al.
(2014) confirmed that harbor porpoises
in the Baltic region are not evenly
distributed and reported them to
concentrate in high density areas.

There is also other evidence that
harbor porpoises move across water
bodies in the Baltic region. Stable
isotope analysis of prey items from the
Baltic and Kattegat/Skagerrak Seas has
shown that harbor porpoises move
between the Baltic and Kattegat/
Skagerrak Seas, although the magnitude
of these movements is not well known
(Angerbjoern et al., 2006). An extensive
review of sighting surveys and tagging
has indicated extensive movement of
animals within and between Inner
Danish Waters and the Skagerrak/North
Sea (Lockyer and Kinze, 2003).

DPS Analysis

The petitioner did not define the
geographic boundaries of its petitioned
Baltic Sea subpopulation. Therefore, we
used the best available data from the
region to determine whether any
boundaries exist that could be used to
define a DPS within the Baltic region.
Here we review the best available
information, including information on
physical, physiological, ecological, and
behavioral factors, to identify a Baltic
Sea subpopulation and determine
whether it is a DPS, as defined in our
Policy.

The harbor porpoise is comprised of
three subspecies in the northern
hemisphere, which are assumed to be
reproductively segregated by ocean
basin: The North Pacific (Phocoena
phocoena vomerina, Gill, 1865), North
Atlantic (P. phocoena phocoena, L.,
1758), and Black Sea/Sea of Azov (P.
phocoena relicta, Abel, 1905) (Gaskin,
1984; Rosel et al., 1995). Within the
North Atlantic subspecies, some authors

have classified the Eastern and Western
Atlantic harbor porpoises as
populations based on migration distance
(Gaskin, 1984; IWC, Sub-Committee on
Small Cetaceans, 1996). More recently,
genetic studies also differentiate harbor
porpoises from the Eastern and Western
Atlantic (Rosel et al., 1999; Tolley et al.,
2001); however, an analysis using
mitochondrial DNA has shown that
movement of harbor porpoises across
the Atlantic does occur at a low level
(Rosel et al., 1999). Harbor porpoises in
the Western Atlantic exhibit higher
genetic diversity than those in the
Eastern Atlantic (Tolley et al., 1999).
Finer-level genetic patterns of
population structure remain to be
resolved for the Eastern Atlantic
population (Tolley et al., 2004).

The coastal nature of harbor porpoises
led to an assumption of depth-restricted
movement and a widespread acceptance
of the proposal of thirteen populations
in the North Atlantic (Tolley et al.,
1999) (Figure 1): (1) Gulf of Maine/Bay
of Fundy; (2) Gulf of St. Lawrence; (3)
Newfoundland and Labrador; (4) West
Greenland; (5) Iceland; (6) Faroe Islands;
(7) Norway and Barents Sea; (8) North
Sea; (9) Kattegat and adjacent waters;
(10) Baltic Sea; (11) Ireland and Western
British Isles; (12) Iberia and Bay of
Biscay; and (13) Northwest Africa
(Gaskin, 1984; Yurick and Gaskin, 1987;
IWC, Sub-Committee on Small
Cetaceans, 1996; Rosel et al., 1999;
Andersen, 2003). Regional genetic and
other studies have attempted to detail a
finer subpopulation structure in the
Eastern and Western Atlantic and test
the assumption of the above divisions.
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Figure 1. North Atlantic harbor porpoise subpopulations as represented in the literature based on
an assumption of depth-restricted movement. From Andersen (2003). The Black Sea population
is not discussed further in this document, since we are focusing on the North Atlantic and Baltic.

Discreteness genetic studies, skull measurements, categories to determine whether there is
. . . . contaminant profiles, and tooth a set of individuals in the Baltic region
Available information to inform our ultrastructure. We examined the best that is discrete from the rest of the taxon

analysis of “discreteness” consists of available information in each of these (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Map depicting the Baltic region — “Baltic Sea proper” and nearby westward water
bodies of the Belt Seas, Kattegat, and Skagerrak. The Limhamn and Darss underwater ridges
(uw. r.) are shown in black bars with arrows which typically depict the western border of the
“Baltic Sea proper”. Great Belt (Gr. Belt) and Little Belt (Ltl. Belt) are often referred to as the
Belt Seas. From Palme et al., 2008.

Genetic Information

Several genetic studies on the harbor
porpoise have been conducted in the
Baltic region using a wide range of
methods, sampling locations, sample
pooling, and genetic markers, which are
not consistent among research groups.
The most common genetic analyses
have used mitochondrial DNA, followed
by microsatellites, Random Amplified
Polymorphic DNA (RAPD), and
isozymes to infer genetics.

Three studies tested for genetic
divergence of individuals inhabiting the
Baltic Sea proper, as defined by the
western boundary at the Limhamn and
Darss underwater ridges (Stensland,
1997; Wang and Berggren, 1997;
Wiemann et al., 2010) (Figure 2). These
studies did not find consistent support
for a genetically distinct subpopulation
within the Baltic Sea proper. For
instance, Stensland (1997) found no
significant differences between samples
from the Swedish portion of the Baltic
Sea proper and the Skagerrak when
using a RAPD technique. Wiemann et
al. (2010) used mitochondrial and
microsatellite DNA to demonstrate a
small but significant genetic separation
between the Baltic Sea proper and the
Belt Seas. However, migration rates
between the Baltic Sea proper and
adjacent Belt Seas were estimated to be
high, at 7.5 migrants per generation. Due

to low genetic divergence, and evidence
for continued gene flow and movement,
the authors admitted that “it is difficult
to argue in favour [sic] of a
‘demographic independency’ of the
Baltic Sea population.” Overall, existing
research is consistent in supporting low
or no divergence among individuals
from the Baltic Sea proper as compared
to others in the Baltic region, supporting
continued genetic exchange and lack of
reproductive isolation or demographic
independence. Thus, due to the low
extent of differentiation and lack of
statistical confidence in these results,
the weight of genetic evidence does not
support a conclusion that there is a
discrete Baltic Sea proper
subpopulation in accordance with our
DPS Policy.

Even though available genetic
information did not support the
conclusion that there is a discrete Baltic
Sea proper population, a thorough
review of available genetic information
for harbor porpoises in the entire Baltic
region revealed consistent support that
individuals from the region are
genetically differentiated from those
individuals inhabiting the North Sea.
First, all of the microsatellite and
mitochondrial DNA methods used by
Andersen (1993; Anderson et al., 1995;
Anderson et al., 1997; Anderson et al,
2001) differentiated samples from Inner

Danish Waters (pooled sample set from
the Kattegat, Belts, and Baltic Seas) and
the North Sea. Tiedemann et al. (1996)
also found a highly significant
difference in mitochondrial haplotype
compositions between their North Sea
and Baltic Sea (pooled sample set from
the Baltic Sea proper and Belt Seas)
samples. These earlier studies provide
consistent support that individuals in
the North Sea have diverged from those
inhabiting the waters of the Baltic
region.

The study by Wiemann et al. (2010)
provides further evidence supporting
divergence of North Sea individuals
from other Baltic region individuals.
They suggested that this genetic
transition occurs in the Kattegat Sea,
based on the most comprehensive
mitochondrial and microsatellite DNA
study on 497 harbor porpoises in the
Baltic region. They detected overall
weak population structure in the region.
However, the population structure that
was detected showed a tendency for the
North, Skagerrak, and Kattegat Seas to
cluster separately from the Belt and
Inner Baltic Sea samples, with strong
evidence for mixture of genetic lineages
throughout the region. The transition
zone in the Kattegat Sea area was
supported by an abrupt shift in
haplotype composition; one particular
haplotype that is almost absent in the
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North Sea was the most abundant in the
Belt Sea and Inner Baltic Sea.
Furthermore, mitochondrial DNA
pairwise comparisons of genetic
divergence among Skagerrak and
Kattegat samples showed significant
divergence between them, indicating
that the genetic split likely occurs
somewhere within the Kattegat Sea.
This study obtained generally strong
agreement between independent data
from microsatellite and mitochondrial
haplotypes, providing robust support for
this genetic transition zone in the
Kattegat Sea.

Based on the best available genetic
data, there is evidence that the harbor
porpoise is weakly diverged between
the North Sea and the Baltic region past
Kattegat and south/eastward into the
Baltic Sea.

Skull Comparison Information

Skull comparisons of harbor
porpoises in the Baltic Region have also
been used to explore morphological
evidence for population structure. The
weight of available skull information
aligns with genetic information in that
it differentiates North Sea harbor
porpoises of both sexes from those in
the Baltic region. A finer population
structure is seen for females within the
Baltic region, but this same skull
differentiation is not seen in males.

Skull studies support the genetic
information indicating a genetic break,
or transition zone, between the North
Sea and the Baltic region. Non-metric
(not measured) skull characters of
harbor porpoises from the North Sea
and Baltic Sea are found to differ (both
sexes; Kinze 1990, Huggenberger et al.
2000). In addition, harbor porpoise skull
measurements are different between the
North Sea and Baltic Sea (both sexes;
Kinze, 1985, 1990; Borjesson and
Berggren, 1997; Huggenberger et al.,
2000; Galatius et al., 2012).

Some skull studies achieved a finer-
scale geographic resolution of harbor
porpoises in the Baltic region. However,
the statistical results of these studies are
more robust in females than in males,
suggesting male migration and mixing
between areas (Huggenberger et al.,
2002). Borjesson and Berggren (1997)
examined harbor porpoise skulls from
the Baltic Sea proper and the Kattegat
and Skagerrak Seas and their statistical
analyses showed geographically-
relevant differences in skull characters
between females from the Baltic Sea
proper and the Kattegat and Skagerrak
Seas, but not the same for males; five of
16 skull characters were significantly
different in female samples, whereas
one of 16 skull characters significantly
differed in male samples.

Galatius et al. (2012) used geometric
morphometric skull comparisons (70
cranial landmarks registered with a 3-D
digitizer) from six geographic areas—the
North Sea, Skagerrak Sea, Kattegat Sea,
Belt Seas, western Baltic, and Inner
Baltic Sea and found highly significant
shape differences in skulls among these
six geographic areas. There were no
significant differences between males
and females or sampling seasons within
any of the samples. Their results
indicate a morphometric segregation of
harbor porpoises within the Belt Seas/
Inner Baltic Sea. However, this study
stands alone in differentiating this fine
population structuring within the Baltic
region, as the weight of genetic and
other skull information does not support
the same conclusion.

The weight of available skull
information aligns with genetic
information in that it differentiates
North Sea harbor porpoises of both
sexes from those in the Baltic region.
Available skull information provides
evidence of a finer population structure
within the Baltic region for females, but
not for males. This difference provides
evidence of exchange of male, but not
female, individuals between and among
the Baltic region and the North Sea. One
skull study was able to detail a fine
population structure for both sexes
within the Baltic region, but the weight
of other available evidence does not
support such a conclusion.

Contaminant Profile Information

A few studies have distinguished
North Sea or Skagerrak harbor porpoises
from the rest of the Baltic region based
on contaminant levels and patterns.
Bruhn et al. (1997; 1999) analyzed
blubber samples in harbor porpoises
from the German North Sea, Baltic Sea
proper, and off the west coast of
Greenland. Clear differences existed
between the Baltic Sea proper and North
Sea animals for certain contaminants.
Berggren et al. (1999) found that mature
males in the Swedish part of the Baltic
Sea had significantly different
contamination patterns of
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) than
animals from the Swedish Kattegat and
Skagerrak coasts and from western
Norway. This information is consistent
with genetic information to show
population differences between the
North Sea and Baltic region.

Tooth Ultrastructure Information

Tooth ultrastructure in the harbor
porpoise has been examined to
differentiate between porpoises from
different regions. Lockyer (1999) found
different characteristics in tooth layers,
which may be genetic in origin or

influenced by life history events or
other factors. The author found
significant differences in several tooth
characteristics between the North Sea,
Skagerrak Sea, Kattegat Sea, Inner
Danish waters, and the Baltic Sea
proper. Lockyer (1999) stated the use of
tooth ultrastructure alone “is not
sufficient to allow an individual animal
to be assigned to a particular
management unit.” Thus, her results are
not informative alone and should be
combined with other studies when
helping to delineate a population
structure. The tooth ultrastructure study
does not align with genetic and other
information, since it differentiates a
finer scale than is supported by the
weight of available information.
Therefore, we do not find this
information persuasive.

Conclusion Regarding Discreteness

After combining the weight of
evidence from genetic, skull,
contaminant, and tooth studies we
conclude that there is a discrete
subpopulation of harbor porpoises in
the Baltic region (from the Kattegat Sea,
at the genetic break found by Wiemann
et al. (2010), eastward into and
including the Baltic Sea proper).
Although there are shared haplotypes
among harbor porpoises in the Baltic
region and evidence of some male
movement to suggest that a certain level
of gene flow exists within the Baltic
region, the repeated evidence of
statistically significant genetic
divergence from North Sea/Skagerrak
samples guides our conclusion that this
can be considered a discrete
subpopulation. Available information
on skull measurements and contaminant
studies supports our conclusion based
on genetic information, since these
studies also differentiate North Sea/
Skagerrak harbor porpoises from those
in the Baltic region. Lockyer’s (1999)
study differentiated tooth structure
among harbor porpoises from the North
Sea, Skagerrak, Kattegat, Inner Danish
waters, and the Baltic Sea; however, she
caveats that this must be combined with
other supporting information, and we
did not find that the weight of other
available information supports her
proposed population structure. The
weight of all evidence favors our
conclusion of a population split at the
Kattegat Sea.

Since we determined that there is a
discrete Baltic region subpopulation, we
next determine whether the discrete
population is significant to the taxon.
From this point forward in the
document, we define the Baltic harbor
porpoise subpopulation as beginning at
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the Kattegat inward (south/east) to and
including the Baltic Sea proper.

Significance

The identified discrete Baltic
subpopulation does not persist in an
ecological setting unusual or unique for
the taxon. Differences seen in harbor
porpoise morphological characteristics
(skull and tooth analyses) may be
related to differences in environment,
but available information is not
informative enough at this point to link
these characteristics to distinct habitats
or specific adaptations at present. The
habitat utilization reported for the Baltic
harbor porpoise does not differ from
general descriptions of the species’
habitat preference. They are found in
the shallow coastal areas of the Baltic
region and their preference for shallow
water calving and nursing does not
differ from the general preference of the
species. The opportunistic feeding
nature of the Baltic harbor porpoise also
does not show it to persist in a unique
ecological setting. They target high lipid
content fish to fulfill large energetic
requirements, similar to the general
preference of the species.

There are insufficient data to
conclude that loss of the identified
discrete Baltic subpopulation would
result in a significant gap in the range
of the taxon. The Baltic subpopulation
comprises only a small geographic area
in the total range of the species and
even the subspecies. There are
purported to be around ten other
subpopulations in the North Atlantic
(Tolley et al., 1999) and other harbor
porpoise populations in the North
Pacific and Black Sea. Additionally,
available information reveals movement
and some level of gene flow throughout
the Baltic region through evidence of
shared haplotypes, which is discussed
further below. Although there are
caveats to determining the exact level of
mixing between the North Sea and
Baltic region (and vice versa), there is
evidence to show at least some level of
mixing, such that a loss of the Baltic
subpopulation would not lead to a
significant gap in the range of the taxon.
There is evidence of continued
admixture and gene flow between these
regions. This gene flow may be
sustained by the high dispersal capacity
and movement of these animals, and the
lack of obvious physical barriers
between the regions.

While multiple studies confirm
divergence between individuals from
the North Sea and those inhabiting the
Baltic region past the Kattegat Sea, the
absolute extent of divergence is
consistently weak. For instance, all
analyses of mitochondrial haplotype

distribution have revealed shared
haplotypes throughout the region, even
across the Kattegat ‘transition zone’
(Tiedemann et al., 1996; Wang and
Berggren, 1997; Wiemann et al., 2010).
In Wiemann et al. (2010), an abrupt shift
in microsatellite haplotype distribution
was observed between the North Sea
and Baltic region past the Kattegat Sea,
but the two most abundant haplotypes
only differ by a single point mutation.
No physical barrier exists between the
Kattegat and the North Sea, porpoises
are known to move long distances
(Teilmann et al., 2009), and evidence
suggests that genetic connectivity can
occur among harbor porpoises separated
thousands of kilometers in the North
Atlantic (Tolley et al., 1999; Fontaine et
al., 2007). So, while the weak
divergence (separating the North Sea
from the Baltic region) is well
supported, continued genetic exchange,
connectivity, and ongoing reproduction
among animals throughout the region is
likely.

There is no evidence that the
identified discrete Baltic subpopulation
represents the only surviving natural
occurrence of a taxon that may be more
abundant elsewhere as an introduced
population outside its historical range.
Harbor porpoises are historically
widespread in the northern hemisphere.
As stated previously, within the North
Atlantic subspecies, genetic studies
differentiate harbor porpoises between
the Eastern and Western Atlantic, with
some level of mixing. The Baltic
subpopulation does not represent the
only surviving natural occurrence of a
taxon that may be more abundant
elsewhere as an introduced population
outside its historical range, as there are
clearly many other existing natural
populations.

There is no evidence that the
identified discrete Baltic population
differs markedly from other populations
of the species in its genetic
characteristics. The attachment of skull
characters to unique environments or
conditions would show evidence of
adaptive genetic characteristics;
however, the available harbor porpoise
skull information from the Baltic region
does not definitively attach characters to
environmental connections to show that
any skull differences are adaptive. One
harbor porpoise skull study suggests
that skull morphology could be attached
to particular environments or conditions
(Galatius et al., 2012). However, this is
not supported by the weight of genetic
evidence and is not even supported by
other skull analyses, as they did not test
adaptive skull characteristics and attach
them to local or unique environmental
conditions in the Baltic region. In

addition, we did not find much
discussion in the available literature
about how differences in skull character
for harbor porpoises may relate to
adaptation to a particular prey item.
Most of these skull studies attempt to
delineate a population structure without
testing the attachment of particular skull
distinctions or characteristics.

Conclusion Regarding Significance

In conclusion, we find that the Baltic
harbor porpoise subpopulation, while it
may be discrete, does not meet any
factors under the significance criterion.
As such, we conclude that the Baltic
harbor porpoise subpopulation is not a
DPS as defined by our joint DPS Policy.

Finding

We find that the Baltic harbor
porpoise subpopulation does not meet
the DPS Policy criteria for qualifying as
a DPS. Therefore, listing the petitioned
entity under the ESA is not warranted.

References Cited

A complete list of all references cited
in this notice can be found on our Web
site and is available upon request (see
ADDRESSES).

Authority

The authority for this action is the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Dated: March 18, 2015.

Samuel D. Rauch, III,

Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Regulatory Programs, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06749 Filed 3—-23—-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3510-22—P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Institute of Standards and
Technology

Synthetic Biology Standards
Consortium—Kick-off Workshop

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards
& Technology (NIST), Department of
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of public workshop.

SUMMARY: NIST announces the
Synthetic Biology Standards
Consortium (SBSC)—Kick-off Workshop
to be held on Tuesday March 31, 2015
from 9 a.m.—4:30 p.m. Pacific time. The
SBSC will be convened as a standards
setting consortium focused on the
shared standards development needs of
consortium participants. It will provide
safe harbor for collaborative work
through the formation of technical
standards-setting working groups.
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Successful working groups will be
organized around a clear vision of
specific metrology products—standards,
including reference materials, reference
data, reference methods, and
documentary standards—that will
enable interoperability and
reproducibility. The goal of the
workshop is to identify several initial
working groups with critical mass,
leadership teams, and a clear path
forward to deliver standards that
support the growth of the bioeconomy.
DATES: The Synthetic Biology Standards
Consortium Kick-Off meeting will be
held on Tuesday, March 31, 2015 from
9 a.m.—4:30 p.m. Pacific time.
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
Li Ka Shing Conference Center at
Stanford University, 291 Campus Drive,
Stanford, CA 94305. To register, go to
http://tinyurl.com/sbsc-0315. There is
no registration fee. Space is limited so
please register early. Travel and parking
information can be found on the
registration page listed above.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information contact Matthew
Munson by email at mmunson@nist.gov
or by phone at (650) 690—6761, or Sarah
Munro by email at smunro@nist.gov or
by phone at (650) 690-6796, or Marc
Salit by email at salit@nist.gov or by
phone at (650) 350-2338.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Synthetic
biology will realize its full contributions
to the bioeconomy when a robust
metrology infrastructure is in place to
enable coordination of labor and reuse
of materials. Metrology products—
standards, including reference
materials, reference data, reference
methods, and documentary standards—
can enable business-to-business
transactions at scale. The NIST-hosted
Synthetic Biology Standards
Consortium (SBSC) will collectively
build the infrastructure to support a
fully integrated global synthetic biology
enterprise. NIST will provide standards
development support for some
consortium activities, as well as
facilitation and technical leadership.

The SBSC will be convened as a
standards setting consortium focused on
the shared standards development
needs of consortium members. It will
provide safe harbor for collaborative
work through the formation of technical
standards-setting working groups.
Successful working groups will be
organized around a clear vision of
specific metrology products that will
enable interoperability and
reproducibility.

Example metrology products might
include a reference material such as a
standard proteome set from whole cell

lysates to be used as a benchmark for
mass spectroscopy; reference data such
as a DNA watermark repository; a
reference method for DNA sequence
verification; and a documentary
standard for minimum information
standards for biological protocol
interoperability.

The goal of the workshop is to
identify several initial working groups
with critical mass, leadership teams,
and a clear path forward to deliver
standards. Participants are invited to
put forth proposals—your input is
essential to the success of this work.
Some candidate working groups are
listed on the registration page. Proposals
for working groups are strongly solicited
and may be contributed via the
workshop registration page (http://
tinyurl.com/sbsc-0315), SBSC Trello
page (http://tinyurl.com/NIST-SBSC), or
email to the NIST team (sbsc@nist.gov).
The portfolio of working groups and the
technical projects within working
groups will be dynamic as needs shift
and arise.

At present, we expect that the
workshop will conclude with:

e A prioritized list of working groups
with well-defined customers, scope,
and initial products

e Working group leadership teams to
begin to coordinate technical
implementation

¢ A plan for continued engagement
within the consortium, including
ways of working together

¢ Establishment of consortium
operations, e.g., steering committee
and advisory board

The SBSC—Kick-off Workshop will
be held on Tuesday March 31, 2015
from 9:00 a.m.—4:30 p.m. Pacific time.
The workshop will be held in the Li Ka
Shing Conference Center at Stanford
University in Stanford, California. To
register, go to http://tinyurl.com/sbsc-
0315. There is no registration fee. Space
is limited so please register early. Travel
and parking information can be found
on the registration page listed above.

There is no cost for participating in
the consortium or the workshop. No
proprietary information will be shared
at the workshop.

Richard Cavanagh,

Acting Associate Director for Laboratory
Programs.

[FR Doc. 2015-06839 Filed 3—20-15; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Proposed Information Collection;
Comment Request; Economic Survey
of Gulf of Mexico (GOM) Captains and
Crew Associated With the Gulf of
Mexico (GOM) Grouper-Tilefish
Individual Fishing Quota (GT-IFQ)
Program

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Department of
Commerce, as part of its continuing
effort to reduce paperwork and
respondent burden, invites the general
public and other Federal agencies to
take this opportunity to comment on
proposed and/or continuing information
collections, as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995.
DATES: Written comments must be
submitted on or before May 26, 2015.
ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments
to Jennifer Jessup, Departmental
Paperwork Clearance Officer,
Department of Commerce, Room 6616,
14th and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230 (or via the
Internet at JJessup@doc.gov).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Requests for additional information or
copies of the information collection
instrument and instructions should be
directed to Dr. Larry Perruso, (305) 361—
4278 or Larry.perruso@noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Abstract

This request is for a new information
collection.

The National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) proposes to collect economic
and attitudinal data from hired captains
and crew regarding the performance of
the GOM Grouper-Tilefish IFQ Program
five years after its implementation.
These data will be used to estimate the
effects of the GT-IFQ Program on these
stakeholders for the five-year program
review mandated by the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (U.S.C. 1801 et seq.).
The population targeted by the
economic survey is hired captains and
crew that participate in the GOM
Grouper-Tilefish fishery. In addition,
the information will be used to
strengthen and improve fishery
management decision-making, and
satisfy legal mandates under Executive
Order 12866, the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, the Endangered Species Act, the
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National Environmental Policy Act and
other pertinent statues.

II. Method of Collection

The economic and attitudinal
information sought will be collected via
in-person surveys.

II1. Data

OMB Control Number: 0648—XXXX.

Form Number: None.

Type of Review: Regular submission
(request for a new information
collection).

Affected Public: Business or other for-
profit institutions; individuals or
households.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
100 captains and 500 crew.

Estimated Time per Response: 30
minutes.

Estimated Total Annual Burden
Hours: 300.

Estimated Total Annual Cost to
Public: $0 in recordkeeping/reporting
costs.

IV. Request for Comments

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information shall have
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden
(including hours and cost) of the
proposed collection of information; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on respondents, including through the
use of automated collection techniques
or other forms of information
technology. Comments submitted in
response to this notice will be
summarized and/or included in the
request for OMB approval of this
information collection; they also will
become a matter of public record.

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Sarah Brabson,
NOAA PRA Clearance Officer.
[FR Doc. 2015-06588 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

The Department of Commerce will
submit to the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) for clearance the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
chapter 35).

Agency: U.S. Census Bureau.

Title: Manufacturers’ Shipments,
Inventories, and Orders Survey (M3).

OMB Control Number: 0607—0008.

Form Number(s): M=3(SD).

Type of Request: Extension of a
currently approved collection.

Number of Respondents: 4,800.

Average Hours per Response: 20
minutes.

Burden Hours: 19,200.

Needs and Uses: The U.S. Census
Bureau is requesting an extension of the
currently approved collection for the
Manufacturers’ Shipments, Inventories,
and Orders (M3) survey. This survey
collects monthly data from domestic
manufacturers on Form M-3 (SD),
which is mailed at the end of each
month. Data requested are shipments,
new orders, unfilled orders, and
inventories by stage of fabrication. It is
currently the only survey that provides
broad-based monthly statistical data on
the economic conditions in the
domestic manufacturing sector. The
survey is designed to measure current
industrial activity and to provide an
indication of future production
commitments. The value of shipments
measures the value of goods delivered
during the month by domestic
manufacturers. Estimates of new orders
serve as an indicator of future
production commitments and represent
the current sales value of new orders
received during the month, net of
cancellations. Substantial accumulation
or depletion of backlogs of unfilled
orders measures excess (or deficient)
demand for manufactured products. The
level of inventories, especially in
relation to shipments, is frequently used
to monitor the business cycle.

This survey provides an essential
component of the current economic
indicators needed for assessing the
evolving status of the economy and
formulating economic policy. The Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs
(OIRA), Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) has designated this
survey as a principal federal economic
indicator. The shipments and inventory
data are essential inputs to the gross
domestic product (GDP), while the
orders data are direct inputs to the
leading economic indicator series. The
GDP and the economic indicator series
would be incomplete without these
data. The survey also provides valuable
and timely domestic manufacturing data
for economic planning and analysis to
business firms, trade associations,
research and consulting agencies, and
academia.

The data are used for analyzing short-
and long-term trends, both in the
manufacturing sector and as related to

other sectors of the economy. The data
on value of shipments, especially when
adjusted for change in inventory,
measure current levels of production.
New orders figures serve as an indicator
of future production commitments.
Changes in the level of unfilled orders,
because of excess or shortfall of new
orders compared with shipments, are
used to measure the excess (or
deficiency) in the demand for
manufactured products. Changes in the
level of inventories and the relation of
these to shipments are used to project
future movements in manufacturing
activity. These statistics are valuable for
analysts of business cycle conditions
including members of the Council of
Economic Advisers (CEA), the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (BEA), the Federal
Reserve Board (FRB), the Department of
the Treasury, business firms, trade
associations, private research and
consulting agencies, and the academic
community.

Affected Public: Business or other for-
profit.

Frequency: Monthly.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

Legal Authority: Title 13, United
States Code, Sections 131, 182, and 193.

This information collection request
may be viewed at www.reginfo.gov.
Follow the instructions to view
Department of Commerce collections
currently under review by OMB.

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collection should be sent
within 30 days of publication of this
notice to
OIRA_Submission@omb.eop.gov or fax
to (202) 395-5806.

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Glenna Mickelson,

Management Analyst, Office of the Chief
Information Officer.

[FR Doc. 2015-06599 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-07-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-583-833]

Polyester Staple Fiber From Taiwan:
Preliminary Results of Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review; 2013—
2014

AGENCY: Enforcement and Compliance,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
(the Department) is conducting an
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on polyester
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staple fiber (PSF) from Taiwan. The
period of review (POR) is May 1, 2013,
through April 30, 2014. The review
covers two producers/exporters of the
subject merchandise, Far Eastern New
Century Corporation (FENC) and Nan
Ya Plastics Corporation (Nan Ya). We
preliminarily find that FENC has not
sold subject merchandise at less than
normal value and that Nan Ya had no
shipments during the POR. Interested
parties are invited to comment on these
preliminary results.

DATES: Effective March 24, 2015.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bryan Hansen or Minoo Hatten, AD/
CVD Operations, Office I, Enforcement
and Compliance, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue NW., Washington, DG 20230;
telephone: (202) 482—-3683, and (202)
482-1690, respectively.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Scope of the Order

The merchandise subject to the
Order? is PSF. The PSF subject to the
order is currently classifiable under
subheadings 5503.20.00.40,
5503.20.00.45, 5503.20.00.60, and
5503.20.00.65 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS).
While the HTSUS numbers are provided
for convenience and customs purposes,
the written product description remains
dispositive.2

Preliminary Determination of No
Shipments

We published in the Federal Register
a notice of initiation of this
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on PSF from
Taiwan covering two companies, FENC
and Nan Ya.? We received a timely
submission from Nan Ya reporting that
it did not sell or export subject
merchandise during the POR.4 On

1 See Notice of Amended Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Certain Polyester
Staple Fiber From the Republic of Korea and
Antidumping Duty Orders: Certain Polyester Staple
Fiber From the Republic of Korea and Taiwan, 65
FR 33807 (May 25, 2000) (Order).

2 A full description of the scope of the Order is
contained in the memorandum to Paul Piquado,
Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and
Compliance, from Christian Marsh, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Operations, ‘Polyester Staple
Fiber from Taiwan: Decision Memorandum for
Preliminary Results of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review; 2013—-2014" dated
concurrently with and hereby adopted by this
notice (Preliminary Decision Memorandum).

3 See Initiation of Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Administrative Reviews, 79 FR
36462 (June 27, 2014).

4 See Nan Ya’s letter to the Secretary of
Commerce regarding “Antidumping Duty

December 22, 2014, we transmitted a
“No-Shipment Inquiry” to U.S. Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) with
respect to Nan Ya.5 Pursuant to this
inquiry, we received no notification
from CBP of entries of subject
merchandise from Nan Ya. Accordingly,
based on record evidence, we
preliminarily determine that Nan Ya
had no shipments of subject
merchandise during the POR. Further,
consistent with our practice, we find
that it is not appropriate to rescind the
review with respect to Nan Ya, but
rather to complete the review and issue
appropriate instructions to CBP based
on the final results of this review.®

Methodology

The Department conducted this
review in accordance with section
751(a)(2) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (the Act). With respect to
FENC, export price is calculated in
accordance with section 772 of the Act.
Normal value is calculated in
accordance with section 773 of the Act.
For a full description of the
methodology underlying our
conclusions, see Preliminary Decision
Memorandum. The Preliminary
Decision Memorandum is a public
document and is on file electronically
via Enforcement and Compliance’s
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Centralized Electronic Service System
(ACCESS).” ACCESS is available to
registered users at http://
access.trade.gov and to all parties in the
Central Records Unit, Room 7046 of the
main Department of Commerce
building. In addition, a complete
version of the Preliminary Decision
Memorandum can be accessed directly
on the Internet at http://
enforcement.trade.gov/frn/index.html.
A list of the topics discussed in the
Preliminary Decision Memorandum is
attached as an Appendix to this notice.

Administrative Review on Polyester Staple Fiber
From Taiwan for the Period from May 1, 2013 to
April 30, 2014” dated August 22, 2014.

5 See CBP message 4356302 dated December 22,
2014.

6 See, e.g., Magnesium Metal From the Russian
Federation: Preliminary Results of Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review, 75 FR 26922, 26923
(May 13, 2010), unchanged in Magnesium Metal
From the Russian Federation: Final Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 75 FR
56989 (September 17, 2010).

7 On November 24, 2014, Enforcement and
Compliance changed the name of Enforcement and
Compliance’s AD and CVD Centralized Electronic
Service System (IA ACCESS) to AD and CVD
Centralized Electronic Service System (ACCESS).
The Web site location was changed from http://
iaaccess.trade.gov to http://access.trade.gov. The
Final Rule changing the references to the
Regulations can be found at 79 FR 69046
(November 20, 2014).

Preliminary Results of Review

As aresult of this review, we
preliminarily determine that a
weighted-average dumping margin of
0.00 percent exists for FENC for the
period May 1, 2013, through April 30,
2014.

Disclosure and Public Comment

We intend to disclose the calculations
performed to parties in this proceeding
within five days of the date of
publication of this notice in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.224(b). Pursuant to 19
CFR 351.309(c)(ii), interested parties
may submit cases briefs not later than
30 days after the date of publication of
this notice. Rebuttal briefs, limited to
issues raised in the case briefs, may be
filed not later than five days after the
date for filing case briefs.8 Parties who
submit case briefs or rebuttal briefs in
this proceeding are encouraged to
submit with each argument: (1) A
statement of the issue; (2) a brief
summary of the argument; and (3) a
table of authorities.?

Pursuant to 19 CFR 351.310(c),
interested parties who wish to request a
hearing, or to participate if one is
requested, must submit a written
request to the Assistant Secretary for
Enforcement and Compliance. All
documents must be filed electronically
using ACCESS which is available to
registered users at http://
access.trade.gov. An electronically-filed
request must be received successfully in
its entirety by ACCESS by 5:00 p.m.
Eastern Time, within 30 days after the
date of publication of this notice.1°
Requests should contain: (1) The party’s
name, address and telephone number;
(2) the number of participants; and (3)

a list of issues to be discussed. Issues
raised in the hearing will be limited to
those raised in the respective case
briefs.

The Department intends to issue the
final results of this administrative
review, including the results of its
analysis of the issues raised in any
written briefs, not later than 120 days
after the date of publication of this
notice, pursuant to section 751(a)(3)(A)
of the Act and 19 CFR 351.213(h)(1).

Assessment Rates

Upon issuance of the final results, the
Department shall determine and CBP
shall assess antidumping duties on all
appropriate entries covered by this
review. If FENC’s weighted-average
dumping margin is above de minimis in

8 See 19 CFR 351.309(d).

9 See 19 CFR 351.309(c)(2) and (d)(2) and 19 CFR
351.303 (for general filing requirements).

10 See 19 CFR 351.310(c).
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the final results of this review, we will
calculate an importer-specific
assessment rate on the basis of the ratio
of the total amount of antidumping
duties calculated for each importer’s
examined sales and the total entered
value of the sales in accordance with 19
CFR 351.212(b)(1). If FENC’s weighted-
average dumping margin continues to be
zero or de minimis in the final results

of review, we will instruct CBP not to
assess duties on any of its entries in
accordance with the Final Modification
for Reviews, i.e., “{wthere the weighted-
average margin of dumping for the
exporter is determined to be zero or de
minimis, no antidumping duties will be
assessed.” 11

The Department clarified its
“automatic assessment” regulation on
May 6, 2003.12 This clarification will
apply to entries of subject merchandise
during the POR produced by FENC for
which it did not know its merchandise
was destined for the United States. In
such instances, we will instruct CBP to
liquidate unreviewed entries at the all-
others rate if there is no rate for the
intermediate company(ies) involved in
the transaction.

Consistent with the Assessment Policy
Notice, if we continue to find that Nan
Ya had no shipments of subject
merchandise, following issuance of the
final results of review, for entries of
subject merchandise during the POR
produced by Nan Ya for which this
company did not know that the
merchandise was destined for the
United States, we will instruct CBP to
liquidate un-reviewed entries at the all-
others rate if there is no rate for the
intermediate company(ies) involved in
the transaction.

We intend to issue instructions to
CBP 15 days after publication of the
final results of this review.

Cash Deposit Requirements

The following cash deposit
requirements will be effective upon
publication of the notice of final results
of administrative review for all
shipments of PSF from Taiwan entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after the date of
publication as provided by section
751(a)(2)(C) of the Act: (1) The cash
deposit rate for FENC will be equal to
the weighted-average dumping margin

11 See Antidumping Proceedings: Calculation of
the Weighted-Average Dumping Margin and
Assessment Rate in Certain Antidumping
Proceedings: Final Modification, 77 FR 8101, 8102
(February 14, 2012).

12For a full discussion of this clarification, see
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Proceedings:
Assessment of Antidumping Duties, 68 FR 23954
(May 6, 2003) (Assessment Policy Notice).

established in the final results of this
administrative review; (2) for previously
reviewed or investigated companies not
listed above including Nan Ya, the cash
deposit rate will continue to be the
company-specific rate published for the
most recently completed segment of this
proceeding in which that manufacturer
or exporter participated; (3) if the
exporter is not a firm covered in this
review, a prior review, or the original
investigation but the manufacturer is,
the cash deposit rate will be the rate
established for the manufacturer of the
merchandise for the most recently
completed segment of this proceeding;
(4) the cash deposit rate for all other
manufacturers or exporters will
continue to be 7.31 percent.13 These
cash deposit requirements, when
imposed, shall remain in effect until
further notice.

Notification to Importers

This notice serves as a preliminary
reminder to importers of their
responsibility under 19 CFR
351.402(f)(2) to file a certificate
regarding the reimbursement of
antidumping duties prior to liquidation
of the relevant entries during this
review period. Failure to comply with
this requirement could result in the
Secretary’s presumption that
reimbursement of antidumping duties
occurred and the subsequent assessment
of double antidumping duties.

We are issuing and publishing these
results in accordance with sections
751(a)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the Act, and 19
CFR 351.213(h)(1).

Dated: March 17, 2015.
Paul Piquado,

Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and
Compliance.

Appendix

List of Topics Discussed in the Preliminary
Decision Memorandum

Summary
Background
Scope of the Order
Preliminary Determination of No Shipments
Discussion of the Methodology
Comparisons to Normal Value
A. Determination of Comparison Method
B. Results of the Differential Pricing
Analysis
Product Comparisons
Date of Sale
Export Price
Normal Value
A. Home Market Viability as Comparison
Market
B. Level of Trade
C. Cost of Production
1. Calculation of Cost of Production
2. Test of Comparison Market Sales Prices

13 The all-others rate established in the Order.

3. Results of the Cost of Production Test
D. Calculation of Normal Value Based on
Comparison Market Prices
Currency Conversion
Recommendation
[FR Doc. 2015-06754 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

RIN 0648—-XD848

New England Fishery Management
Council; Public Meeting

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice; public meeting.

SUMMARY: The New England Fishery
Management Council (Council) is
scheduling a public meeting of its
Research Steering Committee.

DATES: This meeting will be held on
Wednesday, April 8, 2015 at 9:30 a.m.
ADDRESSES:

Meeting address: The meeting will be
held at the Radisson Airport Hotel, 2081
Post Road, Warwick, RI 02886;
telephone: (401) 739-3000; fax: (401)
732-9309.

Council address: New England
Fishery Management Council, 50 Water
Street, Mill 2, Newburyport, MA 01950.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director,
New England Fishery Management
Council; telephone: (978) 465-0492.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Research Steering Committee will: (a)
Review the final report for the
cooperative research project ‘“Large
Mesh [Belly] Panel in Small Mesh
Fisheries as a Method to Reduce
Yellowtail Flounder Bycatch in
Cultivator Shoal”; (b) review any
additional analysis performed for the
cooperative research project ‘“Large
Mesh [Belly] Panel in Small Mesh
Fisheries as a Method to Reduce
Yellowtail Flounder Bycatch in Georges
Bank”; and (c) discuss possible
improvements to the research set-aside
process. The Committee also may
receive an update on the Council-
funded collaborative groundfish
research project managed by the
Northeast Consortium (Supplemental
Request for Proposal due March 17,
2015). Other issues may also be
discussed.

Although non-emergency issues not
contained in this agenda may come
before this group for discussion, in
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accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), those
issues may not be the subject of formal
action during this meeting. Actions will
be restricted to those issues specifically
identified in this notice and any issues
arising after publication of this notice
that require emergency action under
Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, provided the public has been
notified of the Council’s intent to take
final action to address the emergency.

Special Accommodations

This meeting is physically accessible
to people with disabilities. Requests for
sign language interpretation or other
auxiliary aids should be directed to
Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director, at
(978) 465-0492, at least 5 days prior to
the meeting date.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

Dated: March 19, 2015.
William D. Chappell,

Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06659 Filed 3—23—-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

RIN 0648—-XD854

New England Fishery Management
Council; Public Meeting

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice; public meeting.

SUMMARY: The New England Fishery
Management Council (Council) is
scheduling a public meeting of its
Electronic Monitoring Working Group to
consider actions affecting New England
fisheries in the exclusive economic zone
(EEZ). Recommendations from this
group will be brought to the full Council
for formal consideration and action, if
appropriate.

DATES: This meeting will be held on
Wednesday, April 8, 2015 at 9:30 a.m.
ADDRESSES:

Meeting address: The meeting will be
held at the NOAA Greater Atlantic
Regional Fisheries Office, 55 Great
Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930;
telephone: (978) 281-9300; fax: (978)
281-9333.

Council address: New England
Fishery Management Council, 50 Water
Street Mill 2, Newburyport, MA 01950.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director,
New England Fishery Management
Council; telephone: (978) 465—-0492.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The items
of discussion on the agenda are:

The group will continue development
of the white paper, Toward
Implementation of Electronic
Monitoring in groundfish fishery
sectors. The group will also discuss
recommendations. Other business will
be discussed as necessary.

Although non-emergency issues not
contained in this agenda may come
before this group for discussion, those
issues may not be the subject of formal
action during these meetings. Action
will be restricted to those issues
specifically listed in this notice and any
issues arising after publication of this
notice that require emergency action
under section 305(c) of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act, provided the public has
been notified of the Council’s intent to
take final action to address the
emergency.

Special Accommodations

This meeting is physically accessible
to people with disabilities. Requests for
sign language interpretation or other
auxiliary aids should be directed to
Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director, at
(978) 465—0492, at least 5 days prior to
the meeting date.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

Dated: March 19, 2015.
William D. Chappell,

Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2015-06660 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-570-979]

Crystalline Silicon Photovoltaic Cells,
Whether or Not Assembled Into
Modules, From the People’s Republic
of China: Initiation of Changed
Circumstances Review

AGENCY: Enforcement and Compliance,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
(the “Department”) received
information sufficient to warrant
initiation of a changed circumstances
review of the antidumping duty order
on crystalline silicon photovoltaic cells,
whether or not assembled into modules
(“solar cells”) from the People’s
Republic of China (“PRC”). Based on a

request from Neo Solar Power
Corporation (“Neo Solar”), DelSolar Co.,
Ltd. (“DelSolar Taiwan’’), and DelSolar
(Wujiang) Ltd. (“DelSolar Wujiang™),
the Department intends to determine,
for purposes of the antidumping duty
order on solar cells from the PRC,
whether Neo Solar is the successor-in-
interest to DelSolar Taiwan, an exporter
assigned an exporter-producer rate in
the investigation in this proceeding.
DATES: Effective March 24, 2015.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Erin
Kearney or Howard Smith, AD/CVD
Operations, Office IV, Enforcement and
Compliance, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230;
telephone: (202) 482—0167 or (202) 482—
5193, respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On December 7, 2012, the Department
published a notice of the Order in the
solar cells proceeding in the Federal
Register.1 On February 4, 2015,
NeoSolar, DelSolar Taiwan, and
DelSolar Wujiang requested that the
Department conduct an expedited
changed circumstances review pursuant
to section 751(b)(1) of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended (“the Act”’), and
section 351.216(b) of the Department’s
regulations, to determine that Neo Solar
is the successor-in-interest to DelSolar
Taiwan for purposes of the Order. In
their request, Neo Solar, DelSolar
Taiwan, and DelSolar Wujiang provided
lists of shareholders, managers, and
boards of directors of Neo Solar and
DelSolar Taiwan, business licenses of
DelSolar Taiwan and DelSolar Wujiang,
and a merger agreement and press
release describing the merger of Neo
Solar and DelSolar Taiwan.

On March 6, 2015, SolarWorld
Americas, Inc. (“SolarWorld”’), the
petitioner in the underlying
investigation, submitted comments on
the changed circumstances review
request. SolarWorld stated that the
Department should reject the request for
a changed circumstances review
because Neo Solar failed to establish
that it is eligible for a separate rate and
that it operates as the same business
entity as DelSolar Taiwan. SolarWorld
stated that if the Department initiates a
changed circumstances review with
respect to Neo Solar, the Department

1 See Crystalline Silicon Photovoltaic Cells,
Whether or Not Assembled Into Modules, From the
People’s Republic of China: Amended Final
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value,
and Antidumping Duty Order, 77 FR 73018
(December 7, 2012) (““Order”)
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should require Neo Solar to provide
additional information about its
company operations before making a
preliminary successor-in-interest
determination.

Scope of the Order

The merchandise covered by this
order is crystalline silicon photovoltaic
cells, and modules, laminates, and
panels, consisting of crystalline silicon
photovoltaic cells, whether or not
partially or fully assembled into other
products, including, but not limited to,
modules, laminates, panels and building
integrated materials.

This order covers crystalline silicon
photovoltaic cells of thickness equal to
or greater than 20 micrometers, having
a p/n junction formed by any means,
whether or not the cell has undergone
other processing, including, but not
limited to, cleaning, etching, coating,
and/or addition of materials (including,
but not limited to, metallization and
conductor patterns) to collect and
forward the electricity that is generated
by the cell.

Merchandise under consideration
may be described at the time of
importation as parts for final finished
products that are assembled after
importation, including, but not limited
to, modules, laminates, panels,
building-integrated modules, building-
integrated panels, or other finished
goods kits. Such parts that otherwise
meet the definition of merchandise
under consideration are included in the
scope of this order.

Excluded from the scope of this order
are thin film photovoltaic products
produced from amorphous silicon (a-Si),
cadmium telluride (CdTe), or copper
indium gallium selenide (CIGS).

Also excluded from the scope of this
order are crystalline silicon photovoltaic
cells, not exceeding 10,000 mm? in
surface area, that are permanently
integrated into a consumer good whose
function is other than power generation
and that consumes the electricity
generated by the integrated crystalline
silicon photovoltaic cell. Where more
than one cell is permanently integrated
into a consumer good, the surface area
for purposes of this exclusion shall be
the total combined surface area of all
cells that are integrated into the
consumer good.

Modules, laminates, and panels
produced in a third-country from cells
produced in the PRC are covered by this
order; however, modules, laminates,
and panels produced in the PRC from
cells produced in a third-country are not
covered by this order.

Merchandise covered by this order is
currently classified in the Harmonized

Tariff System of the United States
(“HTSUS”) under subheadings
8501.61.0000, 8507.20.80, 8541.40.6020,
8541.40.6030, and 8501.31.8000. These
HTSUS subheadings are provided for
convenience and customs purposes; the
written description of the scope of this
order is dispositive.

Initiation of Changed Circumstances
Review

Pursuant to section 751(b) of the Act,
the Department will conduct a changed
circumstances review upon receipt of a
request from an interested party which
shows changed circumstances sufficient
to warrant a review of an order. In
accordance with section 751(b) of the
Act and 19 CFR 351.216(d), the
Department determines that the
information submitted by Neo Solar,
DelSolar Taiwan, and DelSolar Wujiang
constitutes sufficient evidence to
conduct a changed circumstances
review of the Order.2

In a changed circumstances review
involving a successor-in-interest
determination, the Department typically
examines several factors including, but
not limited to, changes in: (1)
Management; (2) production facilities;
(3) supplier relationships; and (4)
customer base.? While no single factor
or combination of factors will
necessarily be dispositive, the
Department generally will consider the
new company to be the successor to the
predecessor if the resulting operations
are essentially the same as those of the
predecessor company.4 Thus, if the
record demonstrates that, with respect
to the production and sale of the subject
merchandise, the new company
operates as the same business entity as
the predecessor company, the
Department may assign the new
company the cash deposit rate of its
predecessor.®

After reviewing the information
provided in the request for a changed
circumstances review, we determined
that Neo Solar, DelSolar Taiwan, and
DelSolar Wujiang provided sufficient
evidence to warrant a review to
determine if Neo Solar is the successor-
in-interest to DelSolar Taiwan.
Therefore, pursuant to section 751(b)(1)
of the Act and 19 CFR 351.216(d), we
are initiating a changed circumstances

2 See also 19 CFR 351.221.

3 See, e.g., Diamond Sawblades and Parts Thereof
From the People’s Republic of China: Final Results
and Termination, in Part, of the Antidumping Duty
Changed Circumstances Review, 76 FR 64898
(October 19, 2011); Certain Pasta from Turkey:
Notice of Final Results of Antidumping Duty
Changed Circumstances Review, 74 FR 26373 (June
2, 2009).

41d.

51d.

review. However, we also determined
that there is a need to issue a
questionnaire to gather additional
information, as provided for by 19 CFR
351.221(b)(2), before issuing a
preliminary determination in this
review. Therefore, the Department is not
conducting this review on an expedited
basis by publishing the preliminary
results in conjunction with this notice
of initiation.

The Department will issue the
preliminary results of this changed
circumstances review, in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.221(b)(4) and 19 CFR
351.221(c)(3), which will set forth the
factual and legal conclusions upon
which the preliminary results are based,
and a description of any action
proposed because of those results.
Pursuant to 19 CFR 351.221(b)(4)(ii),
interested parties will have an
opportunity to comment on the
preliminary results of the review. In
accordance with 19 CFR 351.216(e), the
Department will issue the final results
of its AD changed circumstance review
within 270 days after the date on which
the review is initiated.

During the course of this changed
circumstances review, we will not
change the cash deposit requirements
for the merchandise subject to review.
The cash deposit will only be altered, if
warranted, pursuant to the final results
of this review.

This initiation notice is published in
accordance with sections 751(b)(1) and
777(i) of the Act and 19 CFR 351.216(b)
and 351.221(b)(1).

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Gary Taverman,

Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Operations.

[FR Doc. 2015-06750 Filed 3—-23-15; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Proposed Information Collection;
Comment Request; Economic Survey
of Gulf of Mexico (GOM) Dealers
Associated With the Gulf of Mexico
(GOM) Grouper-Tilefish Individual
Fishing Quota (GT-IFQ) Program

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Department of
Commerce, as part of its continuing
effort to reduce paperwork and
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respondent burden, invites the general
public and other Federal agencies to
take this opportunity to comment on
proposed and/or continuing information
collections, as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995.
DATES: Written comments must be
submitted on or before May 26, 2015.
ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments
to Jennifer Jessup, Departmental
Paperwork Clearance Officer,
Department of Commerce, Room 6616,
14th and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230 (or via the
Internet at JJessup@doc.gov).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Requests for additional information or
copies of the information collection
instrument and instructions should be
directed to Dr. Larry Perruso, (305) 361—
4278 or Larry.perruso@noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Abstract

This request is for a new information
collection.

The National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) proposes to collect economic
and attitudinal data from reef fish
dealers regarding the performance of the
GOM Grouper-Tilefish IFQ Program five
years after its implementation. These
data will be used to estimate the effects
of the GT-IFQ Program on these
stakeholders for the five-year program
review mandated by the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (U.S.C. 1801 et seq.).
The population targeted by the
economic survey is all federally
licensed dealers that participate in the
GOM reef fish fishery. In addition, the
information will be used to strengthen
and improve fishery management
decision-making, and satisfy legal
mandates under Executive Order 12866,
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, the
Endangered Species Act, the National
Environmental Policy Act and other
pertinent statues.

II. Method of Collection

The economic and attitudinal
information sought will be collected via
in-person and mail surveys.

II1. Data

OMB Control Number: 0648—XXXX.

Form Number: None.

Type of Review: Regular submission
(request for a new information
collection).

Affected Public: Business or other for-
profit organizations.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
168.

Estimated Time per Response: 1 hour.

Estimated Total Annual Burden
Hours: 168.

Estimated Total Annual Cost to
Public: $0 in recordkeeping/reporting
costs.

IV. Request for Comments

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information shall have
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden
(including hours and cost) of the
proposed collection of information; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on respondents, including through the
use of automated collection techniques
or other forms of information
technology. Comments submitted in
response to this notice will be
summarized and/or included in the
request for OMB approval of this
information collection; they also will
become a matter of public record.

Dated: March 18, 2015.
Sarah Brabson,
NOAA PRA Clearance Officer.
[FR Doc. 2015-06589 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

The Department of Commerce will
submit to the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) for clearance the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
chapter 35).

Agency: U.S. Census Bureau.

Title: Survey of Residential Building
or Zoning Permit Systems.

OMB Control Number: 0607—-0350.

Form Number(s): C-411(V), C—
411(M), C-411(C).

Type of Request: Reinstatement,
without change, of an expired
collection.

Number of Respondents: 2,000.

Average Hours per Response: 15
minutes.

Burden Hours: 500.

Needs and Uses: The U.S. Census
Bureau is requesting reinstatement of
the recently expired Form C-411,
“Survey of Residential Building or
Zoning Permit Systems.” The Census
Bureau produces statistics used to
monitor activity in the large and
dynamic construction industry. These
statistics help state and local
governments and the federal

government, as well as private industry,
to analyze this important sector of the
economy. The accuracy of the Census
Bureau statistics regarding the amount
of construction authorized depends on
data supplied by building and zoning
officials throughout the country. The
Census Bureau uses Form C—411 to
obtain information from state and local
building permit officials needed for
updating the universe of permit-issuing
places which serves as the sampling
frame for the Report of Privately-Owned
Residential Building or Zoning Permits
Issued (OMB number 0607—0094), also
known as the Building Permits Survey
(BPS), and the Survey of Housing Starts,
Sales, and Completions (OMB number
0607—-0110), also known as Survey of
Construction (SOC). These two sample
surveys provide widely used measures
of construction activity, including the
principal economic indicators New
Residential Construction and New
Home Sales. Data from the BPS and SOC
are also used by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) in the calculation of
estimates of the Residential Fixed
Investment portion of the Nation’s Gross
Domestic Product (GDP). In addition,
data from the BPS are used by the
Census Bureau in the calculation of
annual population estimates; these
estimates are widely used by
government agencies to allocate funding
and other resources to local
governments.

The questions on Form C—411 pertain
to the legal requirements for issuing
building or zoning permits in the local
jurisdictions. Information is obtained on
such items as geographic coverage and
types of construction for which permits
are issued.

No changes are planned to the G—
411(V) form. We have updated the form
layouts of forms C—411(M) and C-411(C)
to provide clarification and improve
questionnaire flow.

The appropriate form is sent to a
jurisdiction when the Manufacturing
and Construction Division (MCD) has
reason to believe that a new permit
system has been established or an
existing one has changed. This is based
on information from a variety of sources
including survey respondents, regional
councils and the Census Bureau’s
Geography Division which keeps abreast
of changes in corporate status.
Responses typically approach 85
percent.

We use the information to verify the
existence of new permit systems or
changes to existing systems. Based on
the information, we add new permit-
issuing places to the universe, delete
places no longer issuing permits, and
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make changes to the universe to reflect
those places that have merged.

Failure to maintain the universe of
permit-issuing places would result in
deficient samples and inaccurate
statistics. This in turn jeopardizes the
accuracy of the above mentioned
economic indicators. These indicators
are closely monitored by the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System and other economic policy
makers because of the sensitivity of the
housing industry to changes in interest
rates.

Affected Public: State, local or Tribal
government.

Frequency: On occasion.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

Legal Authority: Title 13, United
States Code, Sections 9(b), 161, and 182.

This information collection request
may be viewed at www.reginfo.gov.
Follow the instructions to view
Department of Commerce collections
currently under review by OMB.

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collection should be sent
within 30 days of publication of this
notice to
OIRA Submission@omb.eop.gov or fax
to (202) 395-5806.

Dated: March 18, 2015.

Glenna Mickelson,

Management Analyst, Office of the Chief
Information Officer.

[FR Doc. 2015-06597 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-07-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

The Department of Commerce will
submit to the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) for clearance the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
chapter 35).

Agency: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

Title: STORMREADY®,
STORMREADY/TSUNAMIREADY™.
AND STORMREADY® SUPPORTER
Application Forms

OMB Control Number: 0648—0419.

Form Number(s): None.

Type of Request: Regular (extension of
a currently approved information
collection).

Number of Respondents: 265.

Average Hours Per Response: Initial
applications, 2 hours; renewal
applications, 1 hour.

Burden Hours: 505.

Needs and Uses: StormReady and
TsunamiReady are voluntary programs
offered as a means of providing
guidance and incentive to officials
interested in improving their respective
hazardous weather operations. The
StormReady Application Form,
Tsunami-Ready Application Form and
TsunamiReady/StormReady Application
Form are used by localities to apply for
initial StormReady or TsunamiReady
and StormReady recognition and
renewal of that recognition every six
years. The government will use the
information collected to determine
whether a community has met all of the
criteria to receive StormReady and/or
TsunamiReady recognition. In addition,
businesses, schools, non-profit
organizations and other non-
governmental entities often establish
severe weather safety plans and actively
promote severe weather safety
awareness activities but may not have
the resources necessary to fulfill all the
eligibility requirements to achieve the
full StormReady recognition. These
entities may apply through the
StormReady Supporter program for
recognition.

Affected Public: Business or other for-
profit organizations; not for profit
institutions; state, local or tribal
governments.

Frequency: One time or every six
years.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

This information collection request
may be viewed at reginfo.gov. Follow
the instructions to view Department of
Commerce collections currently under
review by OMB.

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collection should be sent
within 30 days of publication of this
notice to
OIRA Submission@omb.eop.gov or fax
to (202) 395-5806.

Dated: March 19, 2015.
Sarah Brabson,
NOAA PRA Clearance Officer.
[FR Doc. 2015-06680 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-KE-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Institute of Standards and
Technology

Notice of Public Workshop on
Quantum Information Science and the
Needs of U.S. Industry

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards
and Technology (NIST), Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of public workshop.

SUMMARY: The National Institute of
Standards and Technology announces a
workshop on Quantum Information
Science and the Needs of U.S. Industry,
to be held on Friday, April 10, 2015.
NIST is holding this workshop on behalf
of the Interagency Working Group on
Quantum Information Science of the
National Science and Technology
Council (NSTC) Committee on Science
(CoS) Subcommittee on Physical
Sciences (PSSC). The purpose of the
workshop is to solicit input from
stakeholders about the broader needs of
the industrial community in the area of
quantum information science (QIS).
Topics to be discussed include
opportunities for research and
development, emerging market areas,
barriers to near-term and future
applications, and workforce needs.
Information gathered at this workshop
will be used in the development and
coordination of U. S. Government
policies, programs, and budgets to
advance U.S. competitiveness in QIS.
DATES: The Workshop on Quantum
Information Science and the Needs of
Industry will be held on Friday, April
10, 2015 from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Eastern
Time. Attendees must register by 5:00
p.m. Eastern Time on April 3, 2015.
ADDRESSES: The workshop will be held
at NIST, 100 Bureau Dr., Gaithersburg,
MD, 20899. Please note admittance
instructions under the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION section of this notice.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information contact Gail
Newrock, Carl Williams, or Claire
Cramer by email at gisiwg@nist.gov, or
Gail Newrock by phone at (301) 975—
3200. To register, go to: http://
www.nist.gov/pml/div684/quantum-
information-science-innovation-and-
the-path-forward.cfm. Additional
information about the workshop will be
available at this web address as the
workshop approaches.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Twenty
years of research and development work
in QIS is producing the first niche
applications, and there is an increasing
level of international activity in the
field. The Interagency Working Group in
QIS was chartered in October 2014 to
develop and coordinate policies,
programs, and budgets to take advantage
of recent progress in this area and
position the United States as a leader in
the international research community.
The Interagency Working Group
includes participants from the
Departments of Commerce, Defense, and
Energy; the Office of the Director of
National Intelligence; and the National
Science Foundation. The purpose of the
workshop on Quantum Information
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Science and the Needs of U.S. Industry
is to solicit input from stakeholders
about the broader needs of the industrial
community in the area of quantum
information science (QIS). Topics to be
discussed include opportunities for
research and development, emerging
market areas, barriers to near-term and
future applications, and workforce
needs. Information gathered at this
workshop will be used in the
development and coordination of U. S.
Government policies, programs, and
budgets to advance U.S.
competitiveness in QIS.

This workshop will focus on the
needs of industry in the following areas:

(1) Opportunities

Quantum information science
includes, for example, quantum
computing and processing, quantum
algorithms and programming languages,
quantum communications, quantum
sensors, quantum devices, single photon
sources, and detectors. What areas of
pre-competitive QIS research and
development appear most promising?
What areas should be the highest
priorities for Federal investment? What
are the emerging frontiers? What
methods of monitoring new
developments are most effective?

(2) Market Areas and Applications

The 2008 ““A Federal Vision for
Quantum Information Science” !
identified exciting new possibilities for
QIS impact, including mineral
exploration, medical imaging, and
quantum computing. Now, six years
later, what market areas are well-
positioned to benefit from new
developments in QIS?

(3) Barriers

Funding levels and mechanisms,
technology, dissemination of
information, and technology transfer are
some of the potential barriers to
adoption of QIS technology. What are
the greatest barriers to advancing
important near-term and future
applications of QIS and what should be
done to address these barriers?

(4) Workforce Needs

Addressing opportunities in QIS and
barriers to applications requires a
workforce spanning many disciplines,
ranging from computer science and
information theory to atomic scale
manipulation of materials, and
possessing a range of knowledge and
skills. What knowledge and skills are
most important for a workforce capable

1 http://www.nist.gov/pml/div684/upload/
FederalVisionQIS.pdf.

of addressing the opportunities and
barriers? In what areas is the current
workforce strong, and in what areas is
it weak? What are the best mechanisms
for equipping workers with the needed
knowledge and skills?

The workshop will include invited
presentations by leading experts from
academia, industry, and government
and time for group discussion.

There is no cost for participating in
the workshop. No proprietary
information will be accepted, presented
or discussed as part of the workshop,
and all information accepted, presented
or discussed at the workshop will be in
the public domain.

Workshop Registration: All workshop
participants must pre-register at the
following web address to be admitted:
http://www.nist.gov/pml/div684/
quantum-information-science-
innovation-and-the-path-forward.cfm.
Anyone wishing to attend this meeting
must register by 5 p.m. Eastern Time on
April 3, 2015, in order to attend. Also,
please note that under the REAL ID Act
of 2005 (Pub. L. 109-13), federal
agencies, including NIST, can only
accept a state-issued driver’s license or
identification card for access to federal
facilities if issued by states that are
REAL ID compliant or have an
extension. NIST also currently accepts
other forms of federal-issued
identification in lieu of a state-issued
driver’s license. For detailed
information please contact Gail
Newrock at (301) 975-3200 or visit:
http://www.nist.gov/public_affairs/
visitor/.

Richard R. Cavanagh,

Acting Associate Director for Laboratory
Programs.

[FR Doc. 2015-06848 Filed 3—20-15; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510-13-P

BUREAU OF CONSUMER FINANCIAL
PROTECTION

[Docket No. CFPB-2014-0016]

Disclosure of Consumer Complaint
Narrative Data

AGENCY: Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection.

ACTION: Final Policy Statement.

SUMMARY: The Bureau of Consumer
Financial Protection (the “Bureau’) is
issuing a final policy statement (“Final
Policy Statement”) to provide guidance
on how the Bureau plans to exercise its
discretion to disclose publicly
unstructured consumer complaint
narrative data (‘“narratives’ or
‘“‘consumer narratives”) via its web-

based, public facing database (the
“Consumer Complaint Database’ or
“Database”). Only those narratives for
which opt-in consumer consent is
obtained and a robust personal
information scrubbing standard and
methodology applied will be eligible for
disclosure. The Final Policy Statement
supplements and amends the Bureau’s
existing policy statements establishing
and expanding the Consumer Complaint
Database.1

DATES: Applicability date: The Bureau
will not publish any consented-to
narrative for at least 90 days after
publication in the Federal Register.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Scott Pluta, Assistant Director, Office of
Consumer Response, Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection, at (202)
435-7306.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 5492(a), 5493(b)(3),
(d), 5496(c)(4), 5511(b), (c), 5512, 5534(a), (b).

I. Overview

A. Final Policy Statement

Under the Final Policy Statement, the
Bureau extends its existing practice of
disclosing data associated with
consumer complaints via the Consumer
Complaint Database to include
narratives for which opt-in consumer
consent is obtained and a robust
personal information scrubbing
standard and methodology has been
applied. The purposes of the Consumer
Complaint Database include providing
consumers with timely and
understandable information about
consumer financial products and
services, and improving the functioning,
transparency, and efficiency of markets
for such products and services. The
Bureau believes that adding additional
information to the Consumer Complaint
Database, here narratives and structured
company responses, is consistent with
and promotes these purposes.

II. Background
A. Complaint System

In the Bureau’s previous notices of its
policy statements, establishing and
expanding the Consumer Complaint
Database, the Bureau generally
described how the Office of Consumer
Response (“Consumer Response”)
handles consumer complaints
(collectively the “Complaint

1Disclosure of Certain Credit Card Complaint
Data, 77 FR 37558 (June 22, 2012) (2012 Notice of
Final Policy Statement”); Disclosure of Consumer
Complaint Data, 78 FR 21218 (Apr. 10, 2013) (2013
Notice of Final Policy Statement”).
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System”).2This Final Policy Statement
does not affect how a consumer’s
complaint is substantively handled by
the Bureau. Consumer Response screens
all complaints submitted by consumers
based on several criteria, including
whether the complaint should be routed
to another regulator and whether the
complaint is complete. Screened
complaints are forwarded via a secure
web portal to the appropriate company.
The company then has 15 calendar days
to provide an initial response and up to
60 calendar days to provide a final
response. Companies have the ability
within these timeframes to respond
administratively to the Bureau, e.g.,
responding that no commercial
relationship exists between the
complaining consumer and the
company in question. Typically, the
company reviews the complaint,
communicates with the consumer as
needed, and determines what action to
take in response. After the company
responds to the consumer and the
Bureau via the secure company portal,
the Bureau invites the consumer to
review the response and provide
feedback. Some complaints are
individually reviewed by Consumer
Response investigations staff. All
complaints are subject to follow-up and
further investigation by Consumer
Response and other parts of the
Bureau.?

The Bureau makes publicly available
some data it collects as part of its
complaint handling function, while
continually striving to protect the
sensitive information contained within
that data. One way the Bureau currently
accomplishes this is by sharing some
fields from de-identified individual-
level complaint data with the public
through the Consumer Complaint
Database. The Database was launched
on June 19, 2012. It was initially
populated with credit card complaint
data but has since been expanded to
include complaint data about other
products, e.g., mortgages, bank accounts
and services, student loans, vehicle and
other consumer loans, credit reporting,
money transfers, debt collection, payday
loans, and prepaid cards. Data from
complaints are disclosed in the Database
the earlier of: (1) An initial response to
the consumer and the Bureau
(confirming a commercial relationship
with the consumer) or (2) 15 calendar

22012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR at
37559 (June 22, 2012); 2013 Notice of Final Policy
Statement, 78 FR at 21219 (April 10, 2013).

3The Complaint System is described in more
detail in the 2013 Consumer Response Annual
Report (March 31, 2014) at: http://
www.consumerfinance.gov/reports/2013-consumer-
response-annual-report./

days after the complaint was sent to the
company. Data from a complaint is not
published in the Database if, among
other reasons, the company suspects the
complaint was submitted in furtherance
of a fraud or it indicates to the Bureau
that it does not have a commercial
relationship with the consumer.

B. Overview of Public Comments

In its Proposed Policy Statement
Regarding Disclosure of Unstructured
Narrative Data From Consumer
Complaints and Company Responses
(“Proposed Policy Statement”), the
Bureau proposed expanding its
Consumer Complaint Database to
include narratives submitted by
consumers as well as public-facing
narrative responses from companies.*
The Bureau received 137 unique
comments from, among others,
consumer groups, trade associations,
companies, and individuals. In some
cases, several organizations jointly
submitted a single comment letter. One
financial reform organization,
Americans for Financial Reform
(“AFR”), submitted a single set of
comments on behalf of 49 consumer,
civil rights, privacy, and open
government groups.® The Bureau
reviewed unique comments from 39
individuals, as well as substantially
identical comment letters from
approximately 30,000 individuals
expressing support for the Proposed
Policy Statement.

4Disclosure of Consumer Complaint Narrative
Data, 79 FR 42765, 42767 Uuly 23, 2014).

5 This group included: Americans for Financial
Reform; Alliance for a Just Society; Arkansas
Community Organization; California Reinvestment
Coalition; Connecticut Citizen Action Group; Center
for Digital Democracy; Center for Responsible
Lending; Community Legal Services, Philadelphia;
Connecticut Fair Housing Center; Consumer Action;
Consumer Federation of America; Consumers for
Auto Reliability and Safety; Consumer Watchdog;
Demos; Electronic Privacy Information Center;
Empire Justice Center; Florida Alliance for
Consumer Protection; Home Defenders League;
International Union, United Automobile, Aerospace
& Agricultural Implement Workers of America
(UAW); Keystone Progress; Leadership Conference
on Civil and Human Rights; Massachusetts
Consumers’ Coalition; MASSPIRG; Miami Valley
Fair Housing Center, Dayton, Ohio; Missourians
Organizing for Reform and Empowerment; NAACP;
National Association of Consumer Advocates;
National Consumer Law Center (on behalf of its low
income clients); National Council of La Raza;
National Fair Housing Alliance; National People’s
Action; New Economy Project; New Jersey Citizen
Action; New Jersey Communities; United Oregon
Consumer League; Privacy Rights Clearinghouse;
Privacy Times; Project on Government Oversight;
Public Citizen; Public Justice Center; South
Carolina Appleseed Legal Justice Center; Southwest
Center for Economic Integrity; Texas Legal Services
Center; The Institute for College Access and
Success; U.S.PIRG; Virginia Citizens Consumer
Council; Woodstock Institute; and the World
Privacy Forum.

Commenters provided feedback on
numerous aspects of the Proposed
Policy Statement. Almost all comments
concerned the expansion of the
Database to include narratives.
Companies and their trade associations
generally opposed the inclusion of
narratives in the Database. Many
industry commenters asserted that the
publication of “unverified” consumer
narratives would unfairly damage the
reputations of companies. Several trade
associations also commented that
inclusion of unstructured narratives is
contrary to the Bureau’s stated mission
of being data-driven.

Per the AFR’s comment letter,
consumer, civil rights, privacy, and
open government groups supported the
inclusion of narratives, asserting that
among other things narratives would:
“(1) Empower consumers with timely,
valuable information pre-purchase, in
order to prevent problems and reward
companies that respect their customers,
and post-purchase, in order to report
unreasonable, unfair or deceptive
practices and alert others in advance of
problems; (2) allow others to assist the
Bureau in detecting destructive patterns
before they do extensive damage; and
(3) encourage more people to use the
Database, as it becomes a more useful
tool, creating a cycle of increased
information about consumer
experiences in the financial services
marketplace.” These groups and
individual commenters endorsed the
goals underlying the publication of
consumer narratives.

Several commenters focused on
normalization, or the use of some metric
to provide context for data, for example,
by including information on the number
of accounts a company has for each
particular product or service. Some
industry commenters noted the risk of
potential consumer re-identification and
the impact certain laws may have on a
company’s ability to respond publicly to
a consumer’s complaint. Both trade
associations and consumer groups
submitted written comments advising
the Bureau to be mindful of the privacy
risks associated with narrative
publication. Nonetheless, four
nationally recognized privacy groups—
Electronic Privacy Information Center,
Privacy Rights Clearinghouse, Privacy
Times, and World Privacy Forum—
signed AFR’s comment letter in support
of the Proposed Policy Statement.
Additionally, Privacy Rights
Clearinghouse submitted an individual
comment generally supportive of
disclosing narratives.

Many submissions included
comments directed to the Bureau’s
method of processing consumer
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complaints, i.e., the Complaint System.
To the extent that these comments also
related to the scope of the Proposed
Policy Statement, the Bureau addresses
them below. Whether addressed below
or not, the Bureau welcomes operational
feedback and intends to continue to
refine its Complaint System over time.®

III. Summary of Comments Received,
Bureau Responses, and Resulting Policy
Statement Changes

This section provides a summary of
the comments received by subject
matter to the Proposed Policy
Statement. It also summarizes the
Bureau’s assessment of the comments by
subject matter and, where applicable,
describes the resulting changes that the
Bureau is making in the Final Policy
Statement including a change to how
companies may respond publicly to
individual complaints. All such changes
concern the Consumer Complaint
Database. There are no policy changes
regarding the Bureau’s issuance of its
own complaint data reports, e.g., the
Consumer Response Annual Report.

A. The Policy Statement Process

The Bureau is committed to
transparency and robust engagement
with the public regarding its actions.
Although not required by law to do so,
the Bureau voluntarily solicited and
received public comments on the
Proposed Policy Statement. A few
commenters requested a 60-day
response period as opposed to the 30
days originally provided, a request the
Bureau granted.” The Bureau received
substantial public feedback expressing a
range of viewpoints, and it has carefully
considered the comments received, as
described in detail below. As stated in
the Final Policy Statement, the Bureau
plans to monitor the effectiveness of its
policy on an ongoing basis and to
continue to engage with the public,
including regulated entities, as it
assesses the efficacy of the Final Policy
Statement.

Several commenters commended the
Bureau on providing the opportunity to
comment on the Proposed Policy
Statement. A number of trade
associations commented that the
proposal could not be finalized in a
general statement of policy and was
instead a binding legislative rule subject
to the procedural requirements of notice

6 Consumer Response maintains several feedback
mechanisms for participants in the Complaint
System and has plans to expand this capability over
time.

7 Disclosure of Consumer Complaint Narrative
Data, 79 FR 45183 (Aug. 4, 2014).

and comment rulemaking.? Several of
these groups argued that rulemaking
was required because the policy would
obligate companies to provide public
responses or else suffer reputational
harm from unanswered complaint
narratives. Some groups stated that the
policy would impose new duties on the
Bureau to verify the details contained in
the narratives or to protect consumer
privacy by removing information that
could lead to consumer re-
identification. Two groups commented
that § 1022(c)(6)(A) of the Dodd-Frank
Act, which requires the Bureau to issue
rules concerning the confidential
treatment of information, dictates that
any decision involving confidential
information has to be enacted as a
legislative rule.? These groups also
commented that the proposal would
effectively amend the Bureau’s existing
privacy regulations by releasing
confidential information and therefore
had to be enacted through notice and
comment. Two groups pointed to the
example of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission, which provided
details about its statutorily mandated
database of consumer product safety
complaints via a legislative rule. The
groups argued that the Bureau was
required to follow the same process in
announcing this policy. Finally, several
of these groups suggested that the
importance of releasing consumer
narratives or the interest in transparency
meant that full notice and comment
procedures were required.

The Final Policy Statement is meant
to inform the public about the Bureau’s
intended use of its discretionary
authority to release certain de-identified
information. The planned addition of
narratives to the Consumer Complaint
Database is properly the subject of a
policy statement and does not require
formal rulemaking.1® The Bureau has
made minor changes to the Final Policy
Statement to clarify its nature as a
general statement of policy. The policy
neither binds private parties with any
legal responsibilities nor creates any
legal rights. As the Final Policy
Statement makes clear, companies are
under no obligation to recommend
public-facing responses and will face no
legal consequences by declining to do
so. That some companies may decide it
is worthwhile to recommend a public

8 The Administrative Procedure Act exempts
general statements of policy from notice and
comment. 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(A).

912 U.S.C. 5512(c)(6)(A).

10To the extent any features of this policy were
considered binding on any party, the Bureau
believes they would constitute procedural rules,
which are likewise exempt from the requirements
of notice and comment. 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(A).

response does not rise to the level of a
legal obligation.1! For their part,
consumers are under no obligation to
opt in to sharing their stories, as the
consent language will make clear by
stating that the decision whether to
provide consent for public disclosure
does not otherwise affect how the
Bureau handles the complaint.

The Bureau is also not binding itself
with new legal duties. As explained
below, the Bureau is not committing to
verify the details contained in each
complaint narrative. Although the
Bureau plans to scrub identifying
information from the consumer
narratives, it intends to do so in order
to assist consumers and ensure its
compliance with existing laws, rather
than through the assumption of such a
duty through the present Final Policy
Statement. The addition of narratives to
the Consumer Complaint Database is
also in keeping with the Bureau’s stated
intent to continue refining the way it
receives, shares, and makes use of
consumer complaint information as well
as with its past practice of making
improvements to the Database.12 As part
of advancing that effort, and in response
to comments it received in response to
the Proposed Policy Statement, the
Bureau is also publishing a Request for
Information on how it might create or
enhance opportunities for consumers to
share accounts of positive experiences
they have had with providers of
consumer financial products and
services.

The suggestion that § 1022(c)(6)(A)
requires the Bureau to finalize this
policy as a legislative rule is
unpersuasive. That provision mandates
that the Bureau “prescribe rules
regarding the confidential treatment of
information” it obtains in exercising its
authorities. The Bureau has previously
prescribed rules regarding the

11 See Ctr. for Auto Safety v. Nat’l Highway
Traffic Safety Admin., 452 F.3d 798 (D.C. Cir. 2006)
(agency’s general statement of policy was not a
binding legislative rule simply because it had
practical effects, rather than legal consequences, for
private parties). Several commenters rely on
Electronic Privacy Information Center v.
Department of Homeland Security, 653 F.3d 1 (D.C.
Cir. 2011), but the Bureau does not believe that case
supports their argument. The agency action in that
case, in the court’s view, imposed legally binding
requirements on airline passengers to go through
heightened security procedures or be barred from
entering airport boarding areas. The opportunity to
provide a public response narrative does not
impose any similar binding requirement.

12 See 2013 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 78
FR at 21226 (announcing planned changes to Public
Complaint Database and stating Bureau’s intention
to study and solicit further public feedback on the
efficacy of its complaint policies)(April 10, 2013);
2012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR at
37568 (same)(June 22, 2012).
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confidential treatment of information.3
The disclosure contemplated by this
policy is consistent with those rules,
and therefore does not require an
amendment to those rules. Finally, as
noted previously, several commenters
contend that the past practice of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
the general interest in transparency, or
the importance of releasing consumer
narratives require the Bureau to proceed
via legislative rulemaking. None of these
factors provides a legal basis for
concluding that notice and comment
rulemaking is required under the
Administrative Procedure Act. The
Bureau also notes that it has made the
policy process transparent by
voluntarily soliciting public comment
and extending the comment period from
30 to 60 days.

B. Legal Authority for Consumer
Complaint Database

In the Bureau’s previous notices of its
policy statements establishing and
expanding the Consumer Complaint
Database, the Bureau addressed in detail
several comments related to the
Bureau’s authority to establish a
Database.# Several comments in
response to the Proposed Policy
Statement implicate the same or similar
arguments concerning the Bureau’s legal
authority. The Bureau directs readers to
and incorporates its prior discussions,
and clarifies portions here.

As was true with respect to the
Bureau’s prior two policy statements,
commenters contend that the Dodd-
Frank Act expressly delineates the
circumstances and manner in which the
Bureau may collect, resolve, and share
consumer complaints with others, and
that a public-facing database is not
explicitly included. Therefore, by
adverse inference, they assert that the
Dodd-Frank Act does not authorize the
Database.

Similarly, as was true with respect to
the Bureau’s prior policy statements,
commenters argue that § 1034 of the
Dodd-Frank Act, which requires the
Bureau to establish “reasonable
procedures to provide a timely response
to consumers . . .to complaints
against, or inquiries concerning, a
covered person,” 15 does not authorize
the creation of a public-facing complaint
database that, instead of aiding
complainants, enables data mining and
market research. Commenters also make
arguments, similar to past comments,

13 Disclosure of Records and Information, 78 FR
11484 (Feb. 15, 2013).

142012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR
at 37560-61 (June 22, 2012); 2013 Notice of Final
Policy Statement, 78 FR at 21220 (April 10, 2013).

1512 U.S.C. 5534(a).

that § 1021 and § 1022 do not expressly
grant authority for the Bureau to
establish a public-facing database or
disclose consumer complaint narratives
to the public.1® They also contend that
the Dodd-Frank Act’s restrictions on
publishing confidential information
block the implementation of such a
database, including narratives.

The Bureau has considered these
comments and concluded that the
Database is authorized by the Dodd-
Frank Act. Among other things,
§1013(b)(3) authorizes the
establishment of a unit “whose
functions shall include establishing a
single, toll-free telephone number, a
Web site, and a database or utilizing an
existing database to facilitate the
centralized collection of, monitoring of,
and response to consumer complaints
regarding consumer financial products
or services.” 17 Section 1034(a) directs
the Bureau to establish “reasonable
procedures to provide a timely response
to consumers, in writing where
appropriate, to complaints against, or
inquiries concerning, a covered person

. .,” and § 1034(b) provides that “[a]
covered person subject to supervision
and primary enforcement by the Bureau
pursuant to section 1025 shall provide
a timely response, in writing where
appropriate, to the Bureau, the
prudential regulators, and any other
agency having jurisdiction over such
covered person concerning a consumer
complaint or inquiry. . . .”18 These
provisions require and establish
conditions for specific methods of
disclosure and responses, but do not
express or imply any limit on the
Bureau’s authority to disclose consumer
complaint information in other ways.
The Database as described would
facilitate and supplement, not
contravene, these provisions. The
Database is reasonably encompassed
within the Bureau’s authorities,
especially in light of the Bureau’s other
statutory objectives and functions,

16 Two commenters point to American Petroleum
Institute v. SEC, 953 F. Supp. 2d 5 (D.D.C. 2013),
in support of the argument that the Bureau lacks
authority for the Database. In that case, the SEC
contended that a statutory provision
unambiguously required public disclosure of
certain annual reports from regulated entities. The
court held that the provision did not
unambiguously require public disclosure and that
the SEC had improperly cabined its discretion. Id.
at 12—18. The Bureau believes American Petroleum
Institute does not suggest the Bureau lacks authority
to disclose consumer complaint narratives. That
case addressed statutory provisions not at issue
here. Moreover, the Bureau acknowledges its
discretion with respect to the public disclosure
described in the Policy Statement, and it does not
believe that such disclosure is unambiguously
required under the statute.

1712 U.S.C. 5493(b)(3)(A).

1812 U.S.C. 5534(a) & (b).

including promoting financial
education, providing timely
information, and ensuring that markets
operate transparently.19 In addition,
with prescribed limitations, the Bureau
has broad discretionary authority to
release information obtained during the
exercise of its statutory functions and
the Database, as described in the
Proposed Policy Statement, would not
contravene any legal constraints on the
Bureau.

Publication of such information
would also be authorized by the
Bureau’s express authority pursuant to
§ 1022 to make certain information,
including information from consumer
complaints, public: Section
1022(c)(3)(B) states that the Bureau
“may make public such information
obtained by the Bureau under this
section as is in the public interest,
through aggregated reports or other
appropriate formats designed to protect
confidential information in accordance
with paragraphs (4), (6), (8), and (9).” 20
This subparagraph permits the Bureau
to disclose consumer complaint
information in a non-aggregated format
as long as the format is designed to
protect confidential information in
accordance with other specific
provisions of § 1022(c). The Database
would satisfy those criteria.

The disclosure of information
contemplated by this policy is also
consistent with subpart D of the
Bureau’s Final Rule on the Disclosure of
Records and Information,2? which the
Bureau promulgated pursuant to
§1022(c)(6). Commenters are correct to
point out that subpart D generally
restricts the authority of the Bureau to
publicly disclose “confidential
information,” including ‘“‘confidential
consumer complaint information.” 22
However, such disclosure restrictions
only apply to the extent that consumer
complaint information is confidential in
nature. The Bureau’s regulations define
“confidential consumer complaint
information” to mean “information
received or generated by the [Bureaul,
pursuant to [sections 1013 and 1034 of
the Dodd-Frank Act], that comprises or
documents consumer complaints or
inquiries concerning financial
institutions or consumer financial
products and services and responses
thereto, to the extent that such
information is exempt from disclosure

1912 U.S.C. 5511.

2012 U.S.C. 5512(c)(3)(B) (emphasis added).

2112 CFR 1070.40 through 1070.47.

2212 CFR 1070.41 (prohibiting Bureau employees
from disclosing confidential information other than
as provided in subpart D); 12 CFR 1070.2 (defining
“confidential information” to include “confidential
consumer complaint information”).
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pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b)

[FOIA].” 23Because the information to
be disclosed in the public database is
disclosed with the consumer’s express
consent and not exempt from disclosure
under FOIA, such information does not
constitute “confidential consumer
complaint information.” Accordingly,
§1022(c)(6)(A)’s grant of authority to
issue rules regarding when the Bureau
will treat information confidentially
does not limit the Bureau’s discretion to
disclose information consistent with
those rules, but provides further
authority for the policy.

Furthermore, the Bureau intends to
obtain consent from consumers to
publish their complaint narratives.
Obtaining written consent for disclosure
aligns with requirements of 1022(c)(8),
FOIA, the Privacy Act, and the Bureau’s
confidentiality rules. The Bureau does
not intend to release a narrative until
the consumer expressly consents to
publication and the Bureau has
determined that the narrative has been
de-identified according to a robust
scrubbing standard.

C. The Impact of the Disclosure of
Consumer Complaint Narratives on
Consumers

Comments from consumer groups,
open government groups, privacy
groups, and individual commenters
asserted that the publication of
narratives would empower consumers
to better understand the context of the
data currently provided in the
Consumer Complaint Database. The
Reporters Committee for Freedom of the
Press, on behalf of nine major news
organizations and press trade
associations, supported the publication
of all narratives regardless of consent,
stating that the Database is an
invaluable resource for journalists as the
experiences reflected in the narratives
contribute to the public’s understanding
of the relationships between consumers
and financial institutions and inform
the ongoing democratic debate regarding
financial regulation. Consumer groups
added that consumer narratives would
be a valuable resource for researchers to
identify trends in the business practices
of companies, particularly as they relate
to traditionally underserved consumers.

Some commenters noted that
narratives would encourage companies
to address the sources of common
complaints. Consumer groups stated
that the publication of narratives would
allow companies to better compete
through customer service, further
increasing the improvement in customer
care resulting from the introduction of

2312 CFR 1070.2(g).

the Database. Other consumer groups
commented that narratives would aid
consumer advocacy and legal aid groups
in serving their communities by helping
to identify local trends.

Industry commenters, by contrast,
asserted that the publication of
narratives in the Database would
mislead consumers because the data is,
in the commenters’ words, unverified
and unrepresentative. And despite the
fact that the Bureau confirms the
existence of a commercial relationship
before publishing complaints, multiple
commenters expressed concern that
complaints, and thus narratives, from
individuals without a commercial
relationship with the relevant company
would appear in the Database.

In general, the Bureau believes that
greater transparency of information does
tend to improve customer service and
identify patterns in the treatment of
consumers, leading to stronger
compliance mechanisms and customer
service. These have been features of the
Consumer Complaint Database since its
inception. In addition, disclosure of
consumer narratives will provide
companies with greater insight into
issues and challenges occurring across
their markets, which can supplement
their own company-specific
perspectives and lend more insight into
appropriate practices. Other issues
raised in the comments received by the
Bureau are addressed below.

1. Consumer Narratives
a. Verification

In its 2012 Notice of Final Policy
Statement, the Bureau addressed several
comments related to the disclosure of
unverified consumer complaints. In
response to the Proposed Policy
Statement, several trade associations
and companies continued to express
concern, stating that unverified
complaint narratives are likely to
mislead consumers. Some trade
associations suggested that the Bureau
should only disclose narratives after a
substantive investigation by the Bureau
had been completed on that particular
complaint. Some industry comments
recommended distinguishing between
unverified and verified complaints.
Consumer groups and privacy groups,
on the other hand, commented that the
lack of verification presented minimal
risk of misleading consumers.

The Bureau incorporates its previous
statements and analysis on this issue.24
The Bureau acknowledges that the
Complaint System does not adjudicate

242012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR
at 37561 (June 22, 2012); 2013 Notice of Final
Policy Statement, 78 FR at 21221 (April 10, 2013).

the merits of each individual complaint
disclosed in the Consumer Complaint
Database, specifically stating on the
Bureau’s Web site that it does not
“verify the accuracy of all facts alleged
in complaints.” However, the Bureau
does screen each complaint according to
various criteria. The complaint is
reviewed to determine whether it
should be routed to another regulator. A
determination is made whether each
submission is a complaint, an inquiry,
or feedback. Submissions in the latter
two categories are not forwarded to the
identified company for handling as
complaints. Importantly, the
commercial relationship between the
company and the consumer is verified
before disclosing it in the Database. The
Bureau also verifies that the complaint
is submitted by the identified consumer
or by his or her specifically authorized
representative before disclosure in the
Database. Lastly, complaints are only
forwarded to companies when they
contain the required fields, including
the complaint narrative, the consumer’s
requested resolution, and the
consumer’s contact information. The
Bureau believes that with the
information currently made public,
supplemented by the contextual
richness of the de-identified narratives,
the public and the marketplace will
have the capacity to assess all the data
with the appropriate level of
confidence.

b. Manipulation

Several trade associations and
companies commented that third parties
like debt negotiation companies could
use complaint submission as a strategic
tool to unfairly aid their clients. A
company commenter claimed that at
least one outside party has been using
the company’s name unlawfully to
defraud consumers, and that several
complaints have been mistakenly
lodged against the company as a result.
Specifically, a third party was
contacting consumers under the name of
the other company to collect money and
defraud consumers, and subsequently,
several consumers lodged complaints
against the other company.

The Complaint System has a number
of protections against manipulation.
These protections were addressed in the
2012 Notice of Final Policy Statement.25
For example, while the process of
submitting a complaint is designed to be
user-friendly and straightforward, it
does require deliberate action and a
moderate time commitment by the
consumer. According to the Bureau’s

252012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR
at 37562 (June 22, 2012).
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own calculations, the average amount of
time required to complete a complaint
submission via the Web site is eight
minutes. Consumers must also affirm to
the government that the information
they provide is true to the best of their
knowledge and belief. Again, the
commercial relationship between the
consumer and company is confirmed by
the company before any complaint data
is disclosed in the Consumer Complaint
Database. With regard to the example
provided regarding fraudulent use of a
company’s identity: (1) Companies have
the ability to alert the Bureau via an
administrative response of any
suspected fraud; (2) if properly
identified by the company, such
complaints do not appear in the
Database; (3) if the Bureau finds any
pattern of fraud by any entity within its
jurisdiction, the Bureau can bring
appropriate enforcement actions; and (4)
in sending such complaints to the
company, the Bureau is assisting
company operations in quickly
identifying and addressing instances of
potential fraud.

c. Misidentification

Several trade associations and
companies commented that consumers’
confusion about consumer financial
products and services would lead to
mistaken identification of the company
against which the complaint is lodged.
For example, one company commented
that a consumer is likely to lodge a
complaint against a credit reporting
agency, when the consumer’s complaint
should be against the data furnisher.
Trade associations and other
commenters suggested the inclusion of
company relationships. For example,
one consumer group recommended
including the parent company when
that company has multiple subsidiaries
against which complaints are lodged.

As previously noted, companies have
the ability to notify the Bureau if no
commercial relationship exists between
the consumer and the company; such
complaints are not suitable for
disclosure in the Consumer Complaint
Database. Regarding the credit reporting
example that was provided, the Bureau
empowers the consumer to elect whom
to submit a complaint against
(dependent, as noted, on an existing
commercial relationship). Specific to
the suggestion regarding inter- and
intra-company relationships, the Bureau
is exploring expansion of the Database
to include additional company
relationship information.

d. Positive Feedback

Several trade associations and
companies commented that the

Consumer Complaint Database should
include positive narratives about
companies in conjunction with
complaint narratives. One commenter
suggested that if the Database is to
function as a marketplace of ideas, then
it should reflect the entire market and
not solely consumers submitting
complaints. Several trade associations
stated that if the Database is to be
likened to private web-based review
sites, then positive feedback is
necessary.

Consistent with these comments, the
Bureau believes that the Bureau should
share data that provides an unbiased
perspective on company behavior
toward consumers. At present, the
Bureau already collects and shares some
elements of positive feedback regarding
company complaint handling. For
example, the Consumer Complaint
Database currently discloses
information that can be used to
highlight positive company behavior,
e.g., companies with timely responses or
low consumer dispute rates. However,
the Bureau intends to further explore
ways in which positive company
behavior may be highlighted.
Concurrent with the Final Policy
Statement, the Bureau is publishing a
Request for Information to solicit and
collect input from the public on the
potential collection, identification, and
sharing of data and feedback specific to
positive interactions with providers of
consumer financial products and
services.

e. Language Access

Several consumer groups commended
the accessibility of the Bureau’s contact
center, with translation available in over
180 languages. These groups requested
that the Bureau make the online
complaint submission form available in
multiple languages.

In addition to telephone support for
non-English speaking consumers, the
Bureau plans over time to make its
online complaint intake form on
consumerfinance.gov available in
Spanish, and subsequently to explore
making the form available in other
languages as well. The Bureau is
committed to providing persons with
limited English proficiency meaningful
access to its programs and services.

f. Third Party Submissions and Referrals

Several trade associations and
companies raised concerns that
narratives from third parties without
authority to make a complaint on behalf
of a consumer nevertheless would be
published, and companies would be
compelled to respond publicly. The
Conference of State Bank Supervisors

requested clarification on whether
narratives within complaints referred
from other government agencies would
be disclosed.

This Final Policy Statement does not
apply to complaints submitted by any
third parties or via agency referral, and
the Bureau does not intend to disclose
such narratives at this time. The
Complaint System affords companies
the opportunity to alert the Bureau if
they are unable to verify the commercial
relationship with the consumer who
submitted the complaint before the
complaint is disclosed in the Consumer
Complaint Database.

2. Company Responses

In its Proposed Policy Statement, the
Bureau stated that:

Where the consumer provides consent to
publish their narrative, the related company
will be given the opportunity to submit a
narrative response for inclusion in the
Consumer Complaint Database. The company
will be instructed not to provide direct
identifying information in its public-facing
response, and the Bureau will take
reasonable steps to remove personal
information from the response to minimize
(but not eliminate) the risk of re-
identification. The Company Portal will
include a data field into which companies
have the option to provide narrative text that
would appear next to a consumer’s narrative
in the Consumer Complaint Database.26

The Bureau received comments from
companies and trade associations
arguing that, because of business and
legal considerations, they would be
limited in their ability to provide
meaningful public-facing unstructured
narrative responses and that such
responses would be impracticable or
unhelpful. In response, the Bureau
intends to adopt an alternative approach
based on structured company responses,
as discussed below.

a. Quality of Company Responses

Trade associations and companies
both questioned the fairness of publicly
disclosing consumer narratives because
they argued that, under the Bureau’s
proposal, companies would be limited
in their ability to provide public-facing
unstructured narrative responses.
Several companies, trade associations
and individual commenters expressed
concern that their ability to provide
meaningful public-facing unstructured
narrative responses would be limited by
laws such as the Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Act and Regulation P, the Fair Credit
Reporting Act and Regulation V, and the
Fair Debt Collection Practices Act.
Commenters argued that, under the

26 Disclosure of Consumer Complaint Narrative
Data, 79 FR at 42768 (July 23, 2014).
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Bureau’s proposal to permit voluntary
narrative company responses, they
might not be able to provide any public-
facing response at all due to legal,
business, and reputational
considerations. These commenters
argued that frank responses may be
viewed negatively by the public and
companies would be discouraged from
attempting to articulate individualized
responses. They argued that, in practice,
voluntary public-facing company
responses would not provide the
balance suggested in the Proposed
Policy Statement. Some commenters
suggested various ways the Bureau
could mitigate these concerns, including
providing specific interpretive
guidance. Consumer groups stated that
making consumer narratives and
company responses public would allow
for consumers to make individual
determinations regarding the quality of
the company’s service.

Responsive to company and trade
association feedback, the Bureau
acknowledges that unstructured
company narratives may not effectively
provide companies with a mechanism to
balance a consumer’s narrative.
Therefore, the Bureau intends to
provide companies with a finite list of
optional structured responses from
which they can choose. Within the
secure web portal companies use to
respond to complaints, the Bureau
intends to add a set list of company
responses, giving companies the ability
to recommend a public-facing response
addressing the substance of the
consumer’s complaint. Companies will
be under no obligation to avail
themselves of this opportunity. The
Bureau plans to adopt company
recommendations as a general matter,
but it reserves discretion to assess
whether there are good-faith bases for
the recommendations. In addition, the
Bureau plans to assess its review
process over time. The Bureau plans for
this functionality to apply to all
consumer complaints disclosed via the
Consumer Complaint Database (and not
only those with consumer consent to
disclose the associated narrative).

Although this approach was not
specifically proposed by commenters,
the Bureau believes that it should
eliminate or significantly mitigate the
concerns, raised by companies, arising
from the risk of public disclosure of
protected confidential information.
Companies that voluntarily decide to
provide a public-facing response will
not be put in a position of assessing
what level of detail will address a
complaint while protecting confidential
information. The Bureau believes
companies will be more likely to

recommend public-facing structured
responses than they would be to provide
unstructured public-facing responses,
and that the reputational risks of
recommending structured responses
will be lower. The Bureau also believes
that this approach will lead to more
standardized information that may
facilitate the Bureau’s other functions
and goals with respect to the Consumer
Complaint System, such as monitoring
and reporting on complaints.

Companies are ultimately responsible
for ensuring their compliance with all
legal requirements. The Bureau believes
that its approach of making public-
facing structured responses voluntary
allows companies sufficient flexibility
to assess legal, business, reputational,
and other considerations relevant to the
decision of whether to provide public-
facing responses. Finally, while
providing an opportunity for public-
facing structured company responses
offers significant benefits, the Bureau
notes that the benefits of publicly
disclosing unstructured consumer
complaint narrative data, as explained
in this Final Policy Statement, justify
such disclosures, even absent an
opportunity for public-facing company
responses.

b. Public and Private Company
Responses

The Bureau solicited feedback on
whether any potentially public-facing
company response should be distinct
and in addition to the response
companies currently send directly to the
consumer. Several companies and trade
associations commented that it should
be distinct as the public response will
have to be adapted to conform to
applicable privacy laws. Several
consumer groups and one company, on
the other hand, commented that the
same response, but in redacted form,
should be publicly displayed in order to
provide the public with the necessary
context to interpret the data. Some trade
associations commented that it would
be operationally burdensome to create
two separate responses.

The Bureau plans to ensure that
companies have the option to provide
both a private (to-consumer) response
and recommended public-facing
structured (to be shared via the
Database) response to a consumer’s
complaint. One of the principal benefits
for consumers of the Bureau’s complaint
handling services is the requirement
that companies respond to the consumer
and the Bureau remains committed to
keeping the focus on assisting
consumers with their complaints. Based
on data available in the Consumer
Complaint Database, approximately

62% of complaints are ““closed with
explanation” and the majority of those
(75%) are not disputed by the
consumer. The Bureau is concerned that
mandating that the to-consumer
company responses be made public
could have a chilling effect on well-
received, detailed responses to
consumers, potentially leading to higher
consumer dispute rates. Based on
comments received by companies on
this issue, this concern would appear to
be well founded. Allowing the company
the choice to provide one very detailed
private communication to its consumer,
as well as a separate public-facing
response, would address the Bureau'’s,
companies’ and consumers’ interests on
this issue.

c. Response Time

Currently, companies have 15 days to
provide an initial response to a
consumer complaint. Several trade
associations and companies commented
that the response time should be
extended in order to accommodate the
drafting of a separate, public-facing
response. Some comments
recommended extending the initial
response time to as many as 60 days.

The Bureau believes that the marginal
increase in burden associated with
voluntarily recommending a separate
structured public response does not
necessitate a deviation from the current
complaint handling requirements,
which themselves are designed to
provide the complaining consumer with
a timely response.

d. Timing of Narrative and Response
Posting

Trade associations, consumer groups,
and individual commenters supported
the simultaneous posting of the
consumer narrative and company
response. One consumer group
recommended posting the consumer
narrative after 15 days, and posting the
company’s public response as it
becomes available. Several commenters
recommended 45 days; one company
recommended 60 days. One commenter
recommended publication after 35 days,
to align generally with timing provided
under the Fair Credit Reporting Act for
consumer reporting agencies to
reinvestigate and respond to consumer
disputes.

There are at least three timing options
regarding the disclosure of the
consumer narrative and company
response: (1) Disclose the consumer
narrative and company response (if
available) when the company provides
an initial response, but no later than 15
days after the complaint is routed to the
company (the system currently in place
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for non-narrative complaint data), (2)
disclose the consumer narrative and
company response (if available) 15 days
after the complaint is routed to the
company, or (3) disclose the consumer
narrative when the company provides
its public-facing response, but no later
than 60 days after the complaint is
routed to the company. Under all three
options, the complaint’s structured
closure responses would continue to
follow the current disclosure timing
(option number 1) and the consumer
narrative would only be disclosed once
it is scrubbed of personal information.
However, only option three guarantees
that a public-facing company response,
to the extent one is provided within the
60-day period, would be disclosed
contemporaneously with the consumer
narrative.

After careful consideration, therefore,
the Bureau intends to adopt option
number three. Option number one could
force the company to choose between its
desire to respond to and close
complaints quickly versus its desire to
provide an appropriate public facing
response. Option number two may
result in instances in which the
company legitimately needs additional
time, has appropriately communicated
to the Bureau an “in progress” response
(allowing for up to 60 days to respond),
and yet the consumer narrative is made
public on day 15 and possibly without
an accompanying company response.
Option three carries a similar risk to
option number one, potentially creating
the incentive for companies to delay
providing an optional public-facing
response for the full 60-day allowance
(and thus delaying disclosure of the
consumer narrative). However, erring on
the side of fairness to companies by
ensuring contemporaneous release, the
Bureau plans to implement option three.

3. Maintaining the Complaint Database
a. Updates to Published Narratives

Several consumer groups commented
that consumers should be allowed to
update narratives to inform the public of
the status of the complaint. Some trade
associations asked that consumers be
provided the ability to remove their
narratives if they are satisfied with the
complaint resolution.

Once given, at any point in the
process, consumers will have the ability
to withdraw their consent regarding
publication of their narrative in the
Consumer Complaint Database. At such
time the consumer’s narrative will be
removed from the Database. However,
data already downloaded by the public
cannot be recalled by the Bureau. Based
on the Bureau’s experience to date

reviewing consumer complaints,
company responses, and ensuing
resolutions, the Bureau believes that no
additional back-and-forth functionality
is necessary at this time.

b. Removal of Old Narratives

Several trade associations and one
company commented that complaints
and narratives should be removed from
the database after a given step in the
process or given amount of time, e.g.,
quarterly.

The Bureau believes that consumers
and the marketplace are capable of
independently assessing the value of
complaints based in part on when those
complaints were submitted and
therefore has no plans to remove
complaints from the Consumer
Complaint Database based on their age
or status.

c. Normalization

Several trade associations and
companies commented that the
unstructured narrative data should be
accompanied by information providing
context to the company’s profile,
including how many transactions the
company conducts per year, how many
complaints are received, and how many
complaints are satisfactorily resolved.

The Bureau notes the general
agreement by commenters that
normalization would improve the
quality of the data in the Consumer
Complaint Database. As discussed in the
Bureau’s notices of its previous policy
statements, data normalization is a
complicated issue, and one that the
Bureau is continuing to explore.2” The
Bureau also notes that market
participants, news organizations, and
consumer groups can and have created
normalized results.

d. Protected Group Information

Several consumer groups requested
the inclusion of protected group
information, such as sex, ethnicity, race,
age, disability, marital status, or
national origin, on complaint
submissions. These comments noted
that it would be helpful to have this
information to identify trends in
companies’ business practices.

The Bureau agrees that the collection
and public disclosure of protected group
data has the potential to increase the
quality of the dataset made available via
the Consumer Complaint Database.
However, there remain many open
questions that the Bureau must first
explore before moving forward on this

272012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR
at 37564 (June 22, 2012); 2013 Notice of Final
Policy Statement, 78 FR at 21222 (April 10, 2013).

suggestion, including the
appropriateness of collecting protected
group data, its representativeness, and
the potential challenges with disclosing
protected group data given the Bureau’s
sensitivity to re-identification risk.
Furthermore, as discussed elsewhere,
the Bureau’s Database scrubbing
standard would remove demographic
information such as gender, age, and
race, and ethnicity provided by
consumers in the text of their narratives.

D. Consumer Consent to Disclose
Narratives

1. Opt-in Consumer Consent

Trade associations, consumer groups,
and individual commenters supported
the proposed opt-in feature requiring a
consumer’s consent in order for
narratives to be eligible for publication.
A trade association representing news
organizations asserted its view that
narratives are subject to disclosure
under FOIA regardless of consumer
consent. Based on this viewpoint, it
urged that at most the Bureau should
permit consumers to opt-out of
publication as opposed to having to opt-
in. Commenters also generally agreed
that consumers should maintain the
right to revoke their consent at any time.

A central tenet of the Bureau’s work
is to empower consumers; providing
them with the option to opt-in (as
opposed to requiring them to opt-out)
and the right to withdraw their consent
to publication of their narrative in the
Consumer Complaint Database at any
time advances that end.28 With respect
to the comment about the application of
the FOIA to narratives, the Chief FOIA
Officer is authorized to grant or deny
any request for a record of the CFPB, in
accordance with the requirements of the
FOIA and the Bureau’s regulations. 12
CFR 1070.15. If the Bureau receives
FOIA requests for records that are not
published in the Consumer Complaint
Database pursuant to this Final Policy
Statement, the Chief FOIA Officer will
determine whether to grant the request,
or to deny it due to the applicability of
FOIA exemptions.

2. Placement and Design of Consent

Some commenters discussed the
appearance of the opt-in form.
Consumer groups requested that the opt-
in be presented to the consumer early in
the complaint process so that consumers
can consider the implications as they
draft their complaints. One company
recommended providing the option to
opt-in only once the consumer has
received a response and has had the

28 “Our Mission” http://
www.consumerfinance.gov/strategic-plan/.
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opportunity to consider the implications
of publication. Some consumer groups
recommended that, to encourage
publication, the opt-in option be
displayed prominently on the consent
form. Additionally, some commenters
requested that consumers have a
distinct field on the form in which they
can specify what personal information
they want excluded from their narrative.

The Bureau plans to place the opt-in
consent at the submission phase of the
complaint. The Bureau believes the
decision whether or not to consent is
most appropriate at the actual time of
complaint submission. This decision is
consistent with the practice of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
which also obtains consent to disclose
complaint narratives in its public-facing
database.

3. Elements of Informed Consent

Some commenters recommended
including disclaimers with the opt-in
feature that notify consumers of what
the commenters perceived to be a risk
of defamatory speech. Some trade
associations and companies commented
that the Bureau should inform
consumers of the risks of narrative
publication, including the possibility of
re-identification. Trade associations and
companies generally commented that
the consumer should be notified of the
company response procedure and risks
of consenting to publication. One press
group commented that the consumer
should be notified that his or her
narrative is subject (in the commenter’s
view) to FOIA disclosure. One
consumer group commented that
consumers should be notified that
consenting to publication may provide
additional assistance to other consumers
facing similar issues. The Bureau agrees
that when a consumer is making the
decision whether or not to opt-in, it is
essential that the consumer have the
information to weigh appropriately the
risks of consenting to the disclosure of
their de-identified narrative against
individual and public benefits of doing
so. In support of that goal, in addition
to the consent language, the Bureau
intends to provide clear, easily
understandable material describing the
scrubbing standard, methodology, and
publication process, the remaining risk
to privacy, and the possibility of re-
identification. The Bureau is committed
to continuously improving these
materials over time to empower the
consumer to make the most appropriate
choice for his or her individual needs
and circumstances.

However, consumers do not waive
any privacy interests they may have in

the information merely by submitting it
to the Bureau.29

E. Personal Information Scrubbing
Standard and Methodology

1. Scrubbing Standard and Methodology

The Bureau requested feedback on the
standard and methodology it intends to
utilize for scrubbing personal
information in the narratives. This
scrubbing standard would be applied
comprehensively to all data shared via
the Consumer Complaint Database.
Consumer groups offered comments
supporting the proposed use of
modified Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act (“HIPAA”)
standards for scrubbing narratives.
Some companies expressed concern that
significant identifiers associated with
major life events may remain,
notwithstanding the scrubbing process.
One company commented that
scrubbing should be applied to all
identifying information, including
references to third parties. Another
company noted the differences between
health data and unstructured narratives,
expressing concern that a HIPAA-based
methodology would not be effective and
that the Bureau has not provided
sufficient detail on the scrubbing
mechanism to be used. One privacy
organization recommended that the
Bureau scrub company responses.

The Bureau’s Database scrubbing
standard is modeled after the HIPAA
Safe Harbor Method, which is generally
considered to represent a best practice
for de-identifying data. In addition to
adopting most of the specific HIPAA
identifiers, the Bureau also plans to
remove: (1) Demographic information
such as gender, age, race, and ethnicity;
(2) appropriate analogues to HIPAA
identifiers in the consumer financial
domain, e.g., credit card numbers; and
(3) identifiers which the Bureau knows
appear in complaints and could
reasonably be used to identify
individuals, e.g., references to third
parties other than the company that is
the subject of the complaint. The
scrubbing methodology contemplates a
computer-based automated step and a
quality assurance step or steps
performed by human reviewers.

2. ZIP Codes

The Bureau requested feedback on
whether to disclose 5-digit ZIP codes

29 The Bureau emphasizes that the consent
procedure described in the text for authorizing
public disclosure of narratives may not be adequate
to satisfy consent requirements under other statutes
and regulations that the Bureau administers or
enforces.

alongside redacted narratives.3° By and
large the responses that were received
supported two options. The majority of
commenters suggested the Bureau
disclose 5-digit ZIP codes, except where
population in the ZIP code contains
fewer than 10,000 people. The second
most cited option recommended
disclosing full 5-digit ZIP codes,
regardless of population. On the other
extreme, one commenter suggested that
ZIP codes should be excluded
altogether, with state or county being
used as the geographic identifier.

While the Bureau acknowledges the
unique value of detailed geographic
data, it is also acutely aware of the
heightened risk 5-digit ZIP codes can
create for re-identification. Accordingly,
the Bureau plans to disclose 5-digit ZIP
codes, except where the population in
the ZIP code contains fewer than 20,000
people. In such cases, the Bureau plans
to disclose the 3-digit ZIP code, except
where the 3-digit ZIP code population
contains fewer than 20,000 people, in
which case the Bureau does not intend
to disclose any ZIP code data. While
this approach represents a different
approach than those suggested by most
commenters, the Bureau believes that
this option appropriately balances the
utility of geographic data with the
associated risk to individual consumer
privacy. As with all elements of its
scrubbing standard, the Bureau intends
to make adjustments in the future
guided by the goal of simultaneously
maximizing data utility and individual
privacy.

3. Re-identification

Several trade associations and
companies commented that despite the
proposed scrubbing methodology, an
unacceptably high risk of re-
identification will remain. Some
commented that in areas with small
populations, even scrubbed narratives
could lead to re-identification based on
other details not covered by HIPAA
standards. One company also
commented that the risk of narrative
content being repeated through social
media raises the possibility of re-
identification by individuals familiar
with the consumer. Consumer and
privacy groups commented that the risk
of re-identification is minimal, and
offset by the benefits of the policy and
rigor of the scrubbing standard.

As the Bureau stated in the Proposed
Policy Statement, sharing data
containing any personal information
presents a tension between data utility
and individual privacy. As a particular

30Disclosure of Consumer Complaint Narrative
Data, 79 FR at 42769 (July 23, 2014).
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personal information scrubbing
standard becomes more or less stringent,
the utility of a given de-identified
dataset may become respectively less or
more useful. The publication of
narratives involves risks, including the
potential harm associated with the re-
identification of actual consumers
within the Consumer Complaint
Database. The Bureau believes that it is
appropriate to publish only those
narratives for which opt-in informed
consumer consent has been obtained,
that have also been subjected to
scrubbing under a robust personal
information scrubbing standard and
methodology.

F. Impact of Narrative Publication on
Companies and the Marketplace

1. Reputational Harm

Trade associations commented that
the public disclosure of unverified
narratives would result in reputational
harm to companies. Some comments
argued that any perceived benefit to
consumers through narrative
publication would be outweighed by the
reputational harm suffered by
companies.

The Bureau takes seriously company
and trade association concerns that
financial institutions could incur
intangible reputational damage as a
result of the disclosure of narratives. As
stated in previous policy statements, to
a large extent, this risk is inherent in
any release of complaint data. In
deciding to release the structured
complaint data, the Bureau considered
this concern and concluded that, while
there is always a risk that market
participants will draw erroneous
conclusions from available data, the
marketplace of ideas would on the
whole be able to determine what the
data show and their relative importance.
The Bureau believes this to be equally
true with respect to narratives, and that
consumer narrative publication will in
fact make it easier for the marketplace
to evaluate the rest of the complaint
data by providing more information and
context. Likewise, the Bureau also
believes that the option for companies
to provide public-facing structured
responses will enhance the effectiveness
of the Database and provide an
opportunity for companies to enhance
their reputation and mitigate potential
concerns.

Consistent with these comments, the
Bureau believes that the Database
should include data that provides an
unbiased perspective on company
behavior toward consumers.
Accordingly, in parallel to the
finalization of the instant Final Policy

Statement, the Bureau intends to further
explore ways in which positive
company behavior may be highlighted.
Concurrent with the Final Policy
Statement, the Bureau is publishing a
Request for Information to solicit and
collect input from the public on the
potential collection, identification, and
sharing of data and feedback specific to
positive interactions with providers of
consumer financial products and
services.

2. Effect on Consumer Relations

Several companies, trade associations,
and a public interest organization
commented that publicly posting
narratives could create disincentives for
consumers to deal directly with
companies to resolve their disputes.
Some commenters requested that
narratives only be posted after the
consumer has directly contacted the
company. A few trade associations
commented that narrative publication
would cause general harm to customer
relations by making the process more
adversarial.

The data collected from the Bureau’s
credit card intake form and survey work
shows that the vast majority of
consumers have already attempted,
often several times, to resolve the
complained-about issue with the
company before seeking assistance from
the Bureau. As previously stated, a
central element of the Bureau’s mission
is to empower consumers; the Bureau
believes that requiring consumers to
contact the company before engaging
the Bureau would work against that
goal. Such an additional procedural
hurdle may also discourage some
number of consumers from submitting
complaints, which would have the
effect of depriving the Bureau of the
information underlying the complaint.
This could serve to undermine Bureau
functions that rely, at least in part, on
complaint data to inform their
respective activities.

Similarly the Bureau is skeptical of
concerns that disclosing narratives
would create disincentives for
consumers to deal directly with the
company and would cause general harm
to customer relations by making the
process more adversarial. Feedback the
Bureau has received suggests the
introduction of the Consumer
Complaint Database and the Bureau’s
activities generally have caused greater
investment by companies in their
customer service operations, which
includes company complaint handling.
The Bureau views this development as
a positive step for customer service at
companies that are making such
investments.

3. The Appearance of Validating
Complaints by the Act of Disclosing
Them

Several trade associations, companies,
and individual commenters stated that
by including unverified comments on a
government Web site, the narratives will
be portrayed as being validated by the
Bureau.

Similar concerns were previously
raised and addressed by the Bureau in
the 2012 Notice of Final Policy
Statement.3® The Bureau acknowledged
the possibility that some consumers
may (or may be led to) draw erroneous
conclusions from the data. That is true,
however, for any market data. In
recognition of this risk the Bureau
provides the following disclaimer on the
Consumer Complaint Database: “We
don’t verify all the facts alleged in these
complaints but we take steps to confirm
a commercial relationship between the
consumer and company. Complaints are
listed here after the company responds
or after they have had the complaint for
15 calendar days, whichever comes first.
We remove complaints if they don’t
meet all of the publication criteria. Data
is refreshed nightly.” The Bureau
believes this disclaimer to be sufficient
to address the risk identified by
commenters.

As discussed elsewhere, it is
noteworthy that several other
government agencies make consumer
complaint narratives available,
including the Consumer Product Safety
Commission, the National Highway
Transportation Safety Administration,
and, pursuant to FOIA requests, the
Federal Trade Commission.

4. Consumer Confusion and Lack of
Context

Several trade associations commented
that unstructured narrative data
provides minimal benefit to consumers
as required scrubbing would remove
any useful information from the
narrative and responses. Some trade
association comments added that the
Bureau’s resources would be better
utilized by providing more context for
data already provided in the Database.
Some consumer groups requested better
organization of the data provided in the
Database.

As noted previously, sharing data
containing personal information
presents a tension between data utility
and individual privacy. The Bureau
believes, based on the comments
received from various consumer and
privacy groups, that it is possible to
strike a balance between these two

312012 Notice of Final Policy Statement, 77 FR
at 37562 (June 22, 2012).
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important interests and still disclose a
dataset that provides significant benefit
to the marketplace. The Bureau will
continually monitor this balance for
opportunities to adjust its personal
information scrubbing standard, which
the Bureau intends to describe on its
Web site. Furthermore, the Bureau is
committed to the continuous
improvement of the Consumer
Complaint Database, which includes the
addition of increasing levels of context,
organization, and data normalization.

5. Increased Litigation

A few companies and trade
associations commented that the
publication of narratives would lead to
increased litigation, either through
potentially “defamatory’” narratives
posted by consumers or as a result of
additional information available to
prospective plaintiffs. One company
expressed the concern that complaints
and narratives could be sources of
information appropriately left to be
obtained during the discovery process.
One trade association also commented
that the privacy risks of published
narratives could increase the risk of
legal liability and heighten litigation
costs. One legal aid organization
commented that the availability of
complaint narratives would help
consumer advocacy groups to identify
local trends of unlawful behavior and
target legal efforts more effectively.

The Bureau believes the risk of
increased litigation following the
disclosure of narratives to be low. The
closest analogs to the Bureau’s plan for
narrative disclosure are the Consumer
Product Safety Commission’s public-
facing complaint database and the
Federal Trade Commission’s disclosures
pursuant to FOIA requests; the Bureau
is not aware of any information that
those disclosures have increased
litigation against companies. Ultimately,
the Bureau believes there is significant
value in making available Bureau
complaint data to help in the
identification of and calling attention to
potentially unlawful behavior.

6. Increased Company Costs

Several trade associations and
companies commented that the
additional procedure of creating a
second, public-facing response, and
ensuring its compliance with potentially
applicable laws, would increase
operational costs for companies. Some
of these commenters also emphasized
the increased costs to the Bureau
resulting from additional infrastructure
necessary to publish narratives. One
public interest group also highlighted

the financial burden of producing
additional responses to narratives.

As noted above, and in light of the
comments received, the Bureau intends
to provide companies with a finite list
of optional structured responses that
will allow them to recommend to the
Bureau an optional public response to
address the substance of consumers’
complaints. The Bureau believes that
this approach significantly decreases the
operational costs of providing
independent public-facing responses, as
compared to the Bureau’s proposal of
providing separate narrative responses.
Still, the Bureau acknowledges that
additional effort and expense may be
borne by companies in connection with
preparing public-facing responses to
consumer narratives. The Bureau has
weighed these factors, in addition to the
increased burdens on the Bureau’s own
complaint handling operation. The
Bureau considers it a matter of fairness
to provide companies with the
opportunity to address publicly
consumer complaints from the
company’s perspective. It is important
to recognize that no company will be
required to recommend a public-facing
response, and it is entirely up to the
company whether it wants to take
advantage of this forum. The Bureau
does not believe that the additional
burden a company may bear in taking
advantage of this opportunity,
particularly given the Bureau’s
movement to structured responses and
away from unstructured narrative
company responses, outweighs the
benefit of publicly disclosing narratives
to consumers and the marketplace.

7. Confidentiality Agreements

One individual commented that the
public posting of consumer narratives
would create an incentive for companies
to require consumers to sign non-
disclosure agreements when creating an
account. This commenter recounted an
experience in which he submitted a
complaint to the Bureau and when
settling the matter with the company,
the company asked him to sign a
confidentiality agreement.

The Bureau’s experience to date has
not uncovered widespread company use
of non-disclosure agreements in
connection with the Consumer
Complaint Database, and no company
comments on the proposed Policy have
indicated that companies intend to
utilize non-disclosure agreements as gag
orders in the way envisioned by this
comment. The Bureau’s market
monitoring will remain alert to
developments along these lines.
However, the Bureau would likely look
disfavorably upon agreements that

require a consumer to withdraw his or
her consent to have a narrative
published as a condition of settlement.

IV. Implementing the Final Policy
Statement

Following publication of the Final
Policy Statement, the Bureau will turn
to implementation of the policy. The
Bureau intends to modify its Web site
and online complaint intake form to
collect informed opt-in consumer
consent. In conjunction with the
collection of consumer consent, the
Bureau intends to finalize and post on
its Web site the Consumer Complaint
Database scrubbing standard. The
Bureau will also modify the company
web portal to add functionality to allow
companies to provide the recommended
public-facing responses, reach out to
companies on the company web portal
to offer training and provide technical
support related to the policy. The
Bureau will finalize its automated and
manual review processes and then begin
scrubbing narratives.

The Bureau will not disclose any
scrubbed and consented-to narratives
until sufficient time has elapsed to
allow the Bureau to adequately
complete and assess the above actions.

V. Final Policy Statement

The Bureau hears directly from the
American public about their
experiences with the nation’s consumer
financial marketplace. An important
element of the Bureau’s mission is the
handling of individual consumer
complaints regarding consumer
financial products and services.

In June 2012, the Bureau began
making de-identified individual-level
complaint data available via its web-
based, public-facing database (the
“Consumer Complaint Database”). Since
launch, the Consumer Complaint
Database has been expanded to include
additional consumer financial products
and data fields as products have been
added to its complaint handling system.
Consistent with its strategic vision, the
Bureau is committed to the continued
growth and refinement of the Consumer
Complaint Database in a manner that
helps inform consumers and the
marketplace while still protecting
privacy and incorporating appropriate
security controls.

A. Consumer Narratives

The Bureau plans to provide
consumers who submit their complaints
directly to the Bureau the opportunity to
share their individual stories with other
consumers and the marketplace by
including consumer complaint
narratives in the Consumer Complaint
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Database where consent for publication
is first obtained from the consumer.
Only those narratives for which opt-in
consumer consent is obtained and a
robust personal information scrubbing
standard and methodology is applied
will be eligible for disclosure.

B. Consumer Consent To Disclose
Narratives

The Bureau intends to disclose only
narratives for which informed consent
has been obtained and that have been
scrubbed for personal information. To
obtain informed consumer consent, the
Bureau plans to give consumers who
submit a complaint the opportunity to
check a consent box, with
accompanying language that will state,
among other things, and in plain
language, that: (1) Whether or not
consent is given will not otherwise
impact how the Bureau handles the
complaint; (2) if given, the consumer
may thereafter inform the Bureau that
the consumer withdraws consent at any
time and the narrative will be removed
from the Consumer Complaint Database;
and (3) the Bureau will take reasonable
steps to remove personal information
from the complaint to address risk of re-
identification.

C. Personal Information Scrubbing
Standard and Methodology

Sharing data containing personal
information presents a tension between
data utility and individual privacy. As
a particular personal information
scrubbing standard becomes more or
less stringent, the utility of a given de-
identified dataset may become
respectively less or more useful.

Within its judgment and discretion,
and in order to address the risk of re-
identification, the Bureau intends to
apply to all publicly-disclosed
narratives a robust personal information
scrubbing standard and methodology. In
designing its scrubbing standard, the
Bureau relied heavily on guidance by
the Department of Health and Human
Services regarding de-identification of
health data, as outlined in the Health
Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (“HIPAA”) Privacy
Rule.32 The Bureau’s current scrubbing
standard is modeled after the HIPAA
Safe Harbor Method, which is generally
considered to represent a best practice
for de-identifying data. In addition to
adopting (and removing) most of the
specific HIPAA identifiers, the Bureau
also plans to remove: (1) Demographic
information such as gender, age, race,
and ethnicity; (2) appropriate analogues
to HIPAA identifiers in the consumer

3245 CFR 164.514.

financial domain, e.g., credit card
numbers; and (3) identifiers which the
Bureau knows appear in complaints and
could reasonably be used to identify
individuals, e.g., personal information
pertaining to third parties other than the
company that is the subject of the
complaint. All consumer complaint data
shared via the Consumer Complaint
Database will be subject to this standard
and methodology, including, e.g., ZIP
code. The Bureau plans to make this
scrubbing standard available on the
Bureau’s Web site. The scrubbing
methodology contemplates a computer-
based automated step and a quality
assurance step or steps performed by
human reviewers.

D. Company Response

The Bureau plans to give companies
the opportunity to respond publicly to
the substance of the consumer
complaints they receive from the
Bureau. Within the secure web portal
companies use to respond to
complaints, the Bureau intends to add a
set list of structured company response
options; a responding company will be
given an opportunity to recommend to
the Bureau which option, if any, it
would like included as a public-facing
response to address the substance of the
consumer’s complaint. Companies will
be under no obligation to avail
themselves of this opportunity.

E. Continuous Improvement

The Bureau plans to implement a
testing and continuous improvement
process to ensure that as applied, the
Bureau’s standard and methodology for
scrubbing personal information
adequately protects consumers. The
Bureau intends to continue to adjust its
scrubbing standard and methodology,
guided by the goal of simultaneously
maximizing data utility and individual
privacy.

VI. Effect of Policy Statement

This Policy Statement is intended to
provide information regarding the
Bureau’s plans to exercise its discretion
to publicly disclose certain data derived
from consumer complaints. The Policy
Statement does not impose any legal
obligations on third parties, nor does it
create or confer any substantive or
procedural rights on third parties that
could be enforceable in any
administrative or civil proceeding.

Dated: March 12, 2015.
Richard Cordray,

Director, Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection.

[FR Doc. 2015-06722 Filed 3—-23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-AM-P

BUREAU OF CONSUMER FINANCIAL
PROTECTION

[Docket No. CFPB—2015-0013]

Request for Information Regarding the
Consumer Complaint Database

AGENCY: Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau.

ACTION: Notice and request for
information.

SUMMARY: The Bureau of Consumer
Financial Protection (the “Bureau’) is
issuing a Notice and Request for
Information (“RFI”’) to solicit and
collect input from the public on the
potential collection and sharing of
consumer compliments about providers
of consumer financial products and
services and more information about a
company’s complaint handling.

DATES: Submit comments on or before
May 26, 2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit responsive
information and other comments,
identified by Docket No. CFPB-2015—
0013, by any of the following methods:

e Electronic: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Mail: Monica Jackson, Office of the
Executive Secretary, Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau, 1700 G
Street NW., Washington, DC 20552.

e Hand Delivery/Courier: Monica
Jackson, Office of the Executive
Secretary, Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau, 1275 First Street NE.,
Washington, DC 20002.

Instructions: The Bureau encourages
the early submission of comments. All
submissions must include the document
title and docket number. Because paper
mail in the Washington, DC area and at
the Bureau is subject to delay,
commenters are encouraged to submit
comments electronically. In general, all
comments received will be posted
without change to http://
www.regulations.gov. In addition,
comments will be available for public
inspection and copying at 1275 First
Street NE., Washington, DC 20002, on
official business days between the hours
of 10 a.m. and 5 p.m. Eastern Time. You
can make an appointment to inspect the
documents by telephoning (202) 435—
7275.

All submissions, including
attachments and other supporting
materials, will become part of the public
record and subject to public disclosure.
Sensitive personal information, such as
account numbers or Social Security
numbers, should not be included.
Submissions will not be edited to
remove any identifying or contact
information.


http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
submission process questions please
contact Monica Jackson, Office of the
Executive Secretary, at (202) 435-7275.
For inquires related to the substance of
this request, please contact Scott Pluta,
at (202) 435-7306.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 5511(c).

Background: The Bureau, established
under the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act of
2010 (“Dodd-Frank Act”’), hears directly
from the American public about their
experiences with the nation’s consumer
financial marketplace. An important
element of the Bureau’s mission is the
handling of individual consumer
complaints regarding consumer
financial products and services. In June
2012, the Bureau began making certain
de-identified individual-level complaint
data available via its Web-based, public
facing database (the ‘“Consumer
Complaint Database’). Since launch, the
Consumer Complaint Database has been
expanded multiple times to include
additional consumer financial products
and data fields. Concurrent with this
RFI, the Bureau is publishing a final
policy statement to provide guidance on
how the Bureau plans to exercise its
discretion to disclose publicly
unstructured consumer complaint
narrative data via the Consumer
Complaint Database. As part of the
public comment process associated with
that policy, several trade associations
and companies commented that the
Consumer Complaint Database should
include positive feedback in
conjunction with complaint narratives.
One commenter suggested that if the
Database is to function as a marketplace
of ideas, then it should reflect the entire
market and not solely consumers
submitting complaints. Several trade
associations stated that if the database is
to be likened to private Web-based
review sites, then positive feedback is
necessary.

Current Bureau Operations: The
Bureau currently collects and shares
some positive feedback regarding
company complaint handling. For
example, the public Consumer
Complaint Database currently shares
information that can be used to
highlight a company’s positive
complaint handling relative to its peers,
e.g., whether company responses are
timely or disputed by the consumer.

Positive Consumer Feedback: Broadly
speaking, the Bureau conceives of two
potential avenues for sharing positive
consumer feedback about companies: (1)
By providing more information about a
company’s complaint handling, and (2)

by collecting and providing consumer
compliments (independent of the
complaint process). Each will be
discussed in turn.

1. Company Complaint Handling

In 2014, the Bureau sent
approximately 156,600 consumer
complaints to companies for response.
In 2013 and 2012, that figure was
113,200 and 75,400, respectively. When
a company receives a complaint from
the Bureau, it has 15 calendar days for
its initial response and up to 60
calendar days to provide a final
response. The company reviews the
information, communicates with the
consumer as needed, and determines
what action to take in response. Once
the company responds, the Bureau
alerts the consumer and invites him or
her to review the response and provide
feedback.

The data shared via the Consumer
Complaint Database can reveal positive
company behavior. The purposes of
publishing the Consumer Complaint
Database include providing consumers
with timely and understandable
information about consumer financial
products and services, and improving
the functioning, transparency, and
efficiency of markets for such products
and services. Consumer complaints are
a natural part of doing business.
Therefore, it is not the existence of a
routine complaint, by itself, that draws
the attention of the market, but instead
it is factors such as the number of
complaints relative to comparable
companies, how a company handles its
complaints, the patterns and categories
that identify and show the frequency of
certain complaints, and perhaps the
occasional notable fact pattern. The
Bureau believes there are opportunities
to highlight positive company behavior
within at least the first two of these
characteristics—relative volume and
quality of response to the consumer.
With this RFI, the Bureau is specifically
interested in responses that identify
potential ways the Bureau could record,
calculate, standardize, sort, share, and
visualize the data associated with the
consumer complaints the Bureau sends
to companies in ways that reveal
positive company behavior. The
following represents a non-exhaustive
list of potential metrics that the Bureau
could share on its Web site:

i. Total number of complaints, by
product and issue.

ii. Normalized number of complaints
by company, by product and issue.

iii. Company Final Responses.
Controlling for other variables, e.g.,
product and issue, comparison of how
companies choose to close complaints.

iv. Timeliness and speed:

a. Average time between complaint
receipt and initial/final response.

b. Frequency of exceeding either the
15 or 60 day allowance.

v. Consumer Sentiment Analysis.
Refers to the use of automated textual
analysis to identify and extract
subjective information in source
materials, e.g., classifying the various
complaint narratives fields across a
spectrum of emotional states.

The Bureau also seeks comment on a
potential adjustment of the consumer
“dispute” function. Under one potential
scenario, the dispute function would be
replaced with a two-part consumer
feedback process. The consumer would
have the ability to rate the company’s
handling of his or her complaint on a
one to five scale of satisfaction and
provide a description in support of the
rating. Positive feedback about the
company’s handling of the consumer’s
complaint would be reflected by both
high satisfaction scores and by the
narrative in support of the score. The
Bureau would consider whether and
how these data elements could be
disclosed to the public.

The Bureau is also seeking input on
the most effective and user-friendly
ways to make the above data available
to the public. The ability to download
the raw data may be an option. Other
options may include comparison tools,
dashboards, and visualizations. Lastly,
the Bureau could release tables listing,
e.g., the “Top Ten” (and bottom)
companies across some number of the
above metrics. The Bureau is interested
in hearing not only whether the public
believes these to be good ideas, but
mechanically how they could work. The
following represents some of the issues
to be considered:

e Timing. How often should the lists
be updated, e.g., daily, weekly, monthly,
quarterly?

e Normalization. Should the lists
include normalized results or just those
metrics that do not require
normalization, e.g., time from receipt to
final company response?

¢ Size Threshold. Should there be a
minimum complaint volume threshold
to be included on the list?

e Metrics. Which metric should be
subject to listing, e.g., volume of
normalized complaints, types of
resolutions, consumer satisfaction/
dispute rates, consumer sentiment?

2. Compliments

Outside of the Bureau’s current
complaint handling operation, another
possible avenue for highlighting
positive company behavior would be to
solicit, collect, and share consumer
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compliments. This could entail a new
submission type, channel, and process
for the Bureau as well as a new database
to list such compliments. The Bureau is
seeking input from the public on this
idea generally, as well as focused
comments across the following
elements:

a. Channel

The Bureau maintains a feature on its
Web site called Tell Your Story, which
gives consumers the opportunity to
share their experiences with consumer
financial products and services. These
submissions are reviewed by CFPB staff
and help the Bureau understand current
issues in the financial marketplace. This
channel could operate as-is and
instances of consumer compliments
could be shared with the public (with
the appropriate consumer consent).
Alternatively, Tell Your Story could be
altered to solicit consumer compliments
more directly. Or a new channel could
be launched that is specifically designed
to intake only consumer compliments.
The Bureau requests public comment on
the possibility of expanding the Tell
Your Story channel, and/or specific
suggestions for alternate channels to
facilitate positive feedback.

b. Operations

As detailed previously, consumer
complaints follow a specific process
path, from the consumer to the Bureau
to the company and back to the
consumer. If the Bureau established a
new database to intake and publish
consumer compliments, should the
same process apply? How should the
Bureau confirm that a commercial
relationship exists between the
consumer submitting the compliment
and the company? Specifically, should
consumer compliments be sent to the
relevant company for the company to
confirm that a commercial relationship
exists between the consumer and the
company? Are there any other
operational considerations that would
benefit the public that the Bureau
should consider when designing,
developing, and implementing a system
for collecting consumer compliments?

c¢. Disclosure

The Consumer Complaint Database
does not disclose every complaint the
Bureau receives. Examples of
complaints that are withheld from
disclosure include complaints where
the commercial relationship could not
be confirmed, complaints that are
referred to other regulators, complaints
where the information is incomplete,
complaints involving ongoing litigation
with the company, and anonymous

complaints. As with complaints, the
Bureau would have to determine (1)
what elements of a consumer
compliment to disclose publicly, and (2)
which compliments should be excluded
from disclosure, and (3) how scrubbing
and consent should be applied. The
Bureau is seeking input from the public
on these questions.

Creative and Innovative Solutions.
The above framework for considering
positive company feedback should be
considered as just that, a framework.
The Bureau is seeking innovative and
creative input on the idea of
highlighting positive consumer
experiences and company performance.
Therefore, while the above provides
some focus for this solicitation, the
Bureau is hopeful that it will receive a
number of innovative ideas that it can
evaluate and potentially implement.

Dated: March 12, 2015.
Richard Cordray,

Director, Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection.

[FR Doc. 2015-06707 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-AM-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Office of the Secretary
[Docket ID: DoD-2015-0S—-0023]

Privacy Act of 1974; System of
Records

AGENCY: United States European
Command, DoD.

ACTION: Notice to add a new system of
records.

SUMMARY: The United States European
Command proposes to add a new
system of records, AEUCOM 01, entitled
“United States European Command
(USEUCOM) Security Clearance
Database” in its existing inventory of
records systems subject to the Privacy
Act of 1974, as amended. This system
will be used to verify current access for
personnel assigned to or visiting
USEUCOM. It will also be used as an
electronic request manager for
scheduling Sensitive Compartmented
Information indoctrinations, issuing
badges, requesting access to spaces, and
processing clearance certifications for
visitors to USEUCOM or for USEUCOM
personnel visiting other organizations.
DATES: Comments will be accepted on or
before April 23, 2015. This proposed
action will be effective the day
following the end of the comment
period unless comments are received
which result in a contrary
determination.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by dock number and title, by
any of the following methods:

e Federal Rulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov.

Follow the instructions for submitting
comments.

e Mail: Federal Docket Management
System Office, 4800 Mark Center Drive
East Tower, 2nd Floor, Suite 02G09,
Alexandria, VA 22350-3100.

Instructions: All submissions received
must include the agency name and
docket number for this Federal Register
document. The general policy for
comments and other submissions from
members of the public is to make these
submissions available for public
viewing on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov as they are
received without change, including any
personal identifiers or contact
information.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Mayra Lazala-Stock, USEUCOM FOIA/
PA Support Specialist, USEUCOM, Unit
30400, APO AE 09131-0400, telephone:
011-49-711-680-7161.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
United States European Command
notices for systems of records subject to
the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a),
as amended, have been published in the
Federal Register and are available from
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT or
from the Defense Privacy and Civil
Liberties Division Web site at http://
dpcld.defense.gov.

The proposed systems reports, as
required by 5 U.S.C. 552a(r) of the
Privacy Act, were submitted on January
27, 2015, to the House Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, the
Senate Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs, and
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) pursuant to paragraph 4c of
Appendix I to OMB Circular No. A-130,
“Federal Agency Responsibilities for
Maintaining Records About
Individuals,” dated February 8, 1996
(February 20, 1996, 61 FR 6427).

Dated: March 19, 2015.
Aaron Siegel,
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.
AEUCOM 01

SYSTEM NAME:

United States European Command
(USEUCOM) Security Clearance
Database

SYSTEM LOCATION:

ECJ6 HQ USEUCOM, Patch Barracks
Stuttgart, Unit 30400, APO, AE 09131—
0400, Germany


http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://dpcld.defense.gov
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CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE
SYSTEM:

U.S. Department of Defense Active
Duty, Reserve, National Guard, Civilian
personnel and NATO partner nation
personnel, U.S. Government civilian
employees from all executive
departments, government contractor
employees and consultants, and other
civilian personnel who require access to
classified information or to spaces
accredited for such information at
Headquarters USEUCOM or subordinate
commands.

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM:

Subject affiliation with USEUCOM
(visitor, contractor, permanent, etc.);
level of security clearance; level of
access; full name; Department of
Defense ID number, Social Security
Number (SSN) or foreign ID; service or
agency that the subject is affiliated with;
company; contract number; arrival and
departure dates; information about visit;
permanent certifications; indoctrination
assistance requests executed between
USEUCOM and other organization
Special Security Officers or Security
Managers; date and place of birth;
citizenship status; USEUCOM
directorate and division affiliation
including office phone number; records
of current background investigation
including type, adjudication date, and
adjudicating authority; dates of
nondisclosure agreements, statements,
attestations, and other oaths that have
been executed; U.S. collateral, Sensitive
Compartmented Information (SCI), and
NATO access levels granted by
USEUCOM with applicable dates;
records of USEUCOM issued security
badges and building access requests
with approvals; and other security
related items of interest to include dates
for polygraphs and security awareness
training.

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM:

50 U.S.C. 401, Congressional
declaration of purpose; 50 U.S.C. 435,
Procedures; DoD 5200.2-R, Department
of Defense Personnel Security Program
Regulation; DoD Manual 5105.21
Volume 1, Sensitive Compartmented
Information Administrative Security
Manual; E.O. 10450, Security
Requirements for Government
Employment; E.O. 10865, Safeguarding
Classified Information Within Industry;
E.O. 12333, United States Intelligence
Activities; E.O. 12829, National
Industrial Security Program; E.O. 12968,
Access to Classified Information; and
E.O. 9397 (SSN), as amended.

PURPOSE(S):

The primary use of the system will be
to verify current access for personnel
assigned to or visiting USEUCOM. It
will also be used as an electronic
request manager for scheduling SCI
Indoctrinations, issuing badges,
requesting access to spaces, and
processing clearance certifications both
for visitors to USEUCOM or for
USEUCOM personnel visiting other
organizations.

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE
SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF USERS AND
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES:

In addition to those disclosures
generally permitted under 5 U.S.C.
552a(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended, the records contained herein
may specifically be disclosed outside
the DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552a(b)(3) as follows:

The DoD Blanket Routine Uses set
forth at the beginning of the DoD
compilation of system of records notices
may apply to this system. The complete
list of DoD blanket routine uses can be
found online at: http://
dpcld.defense.gov/Privacy/
SORNsIndex/BlanketRoutineUses.aspx.

POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING,
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM:

STORAGE:
Electronic storage media.

RETRIEVABILITY:

Information is retrieved by name, SSN
or foreign ID, rank, service, directorate,
or the current access level of security
clearance.

SAFEGUARDS:

Electronically and optically stored
records are maintained in a Secret
Internet Protocol Router Network
(SIPRNET) system with password-
protected access. Within SIPRNET, the
database requires an additional log in.
Records are accessible only to
authorized persons with a valid need-to-
know, who are appropriately screened,
investigated, determined eligible for
access, and who have been assigned to
ECJ2-Special Security Office (SSO) or
appointed as a Security Manager or
Special Security Representative in
writing. Additionally, access to the SSO
Database is based on a user’s specific
functions, security eligibility and access
level.

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL:

Records are destroyed in accordance
with the JCSM 5760.01 Vol. II, 10 March
2003, disposition instructions for file
number 0300-02: destroy/delete after 3
years.

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS:
IT Services Manager, HQ USEUCOM
ECJ6, Unit 30400, APO AE 09131-0400.

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE:

Individuals seeking to determine
whether information about them is
contained in this system should address
written inquiries to Headquarters, U.S.
European Command, Attn: ECJ2-SSO,
Unit 30400, APO AE 09131-0400.

Individuals should provide their full
name (and any alias and/or alternate
names used), SSN or foreign ID, and
date and place of birth.

In addition, the requester must
provide a notarized statement or an
unsworn declaration made in
accordance with 28 U.S.C. 1746, in the
following format:

If executed outside the United States:
“I declare (or certify, verify, or state)
under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed
on (date). (Signature).”

If executed within the United States,
its territories, possessions, or
commonwealths: “T declare (or certify,
verify, or state) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on (date). (Signature).”

Attorneys or other persons acting on
behalf of an individual must provide
written authorization from that
individual for their representative to act
on their behalf.

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES:

Individuals seeking access to
information about themselves contained
in this system should address written
inquiries to Headquarters, U.S.
European Command, Attn: ECJ2-SSO,
Unit 30400, APO AE 09131-0400.

Individuals should provide their full
name (and any alias and/or alternate
names used), SSN or foreign ID, and
date and place of birth.

In addition, the requester must
provide a notarized statement or an
unsworn declaration made in
accordance with 28 U.S.C. 1746, in the
following format:

If executed outside the United States:
“I declare (or certify, verify, or state)
under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed
on (date). (Signature).”

If executed within the United States,
its territories, possessions, or
commonwealths: “I declare (or certify,
verify, or state) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on (date). (Signature).”

Attorneys or other persons acting on
behalf of an individual must provide
written authorization from that
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individual for their representative to act
on their behalf.

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES:

The USEUCOM rules for accessing
records, for contesting and appealing
initial agency determinations may be
obtained from the system manager.

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES:

Information contained in this system
is derived from the Joint Personnel
Adjudication System (JPAS); Scattered
Castles Database; the Office of Personnel
Management’s Electronic Questionnaire
Investigation Portal (eQIP); records
maintained by the DoD adjudicative
agencies; and records maintained by
security managers, special security
officers, or other officials requesting
and/or sponsoring the security
eligibility determination for the
individual.

EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM:
None.

[FR Doc. 2015-06665 Filed 3—23—15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Air Force

Notice of Intent To Grant a Partially
Exclusive Patent License

AGENCY: Department of the Air Force,
Department of Defense.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the provisions of
Part 404 of Title 37, Code of Federal
Regulations, which implements Public
Law 96-517, as amended; the
Department of the Air Force announces
its intention to grant NBD
Nanotechnologies, Inc. a corporation of
the State of Delaware, having a place of
business at 8 St. Mary’s Street, Room
611, Boston, MA 02215.

DATES: The Air Force intends to grant a
license for the patent and pending
applications unless a written objection
is received within fifteen (15) calendar
days from the date of publication of this
Notice.

ADDRESSES: Written objection should be
sent to: Air Force Materiel Command
Law Office, AFMCLO/JAZ, 2240 B
Street, Rm. 101, Wright-Patterson AFB,
OH 45433-7109; Facsimile: (937) 255—
3733.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Air
Force Materiel Command Law Office,
AFMCLO/JAZ, 2240 B Street, Rm. 101,
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 45433-7109;
Facsimile: (937) 255—-3733.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A partially
exclusive license (exclusive with

respect to the fields of footwear and
circuit boards) in any right, title, and
interest of the Air Force in: U.S.
Application No. 13/624,151, entitled,
“SYNTHESIS OF FUNCTIONAL
FLUORINATED POLYHEDRAL
OLIGOMERIC SILSESQUIOXANE,” by
Timothy S. Haddad et al., filed on 21
September 2012, published as U.S.
Application Publication No. 2013/
0072609, and claiming benefit of and
priority to U.S. Provisional Application
61/537,122, filed 21 September 2011;
and U.S. Application No. 14/013,600,
entitled, “CONTROLLED
POLYMERIZATION OF FUNCTIONAL
FLUORINATED POLYHEDRAL
OLIGOMERIC SILSESQUIOXANE
MONOMERS,” by Sean M. Ramirez et
al., and filed on 29 August 2013.

Henry Williams,

Acting Air Force Federal Register Liaison
Officer.

[FR Doc. 2015-06683 Filed 3—23-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-10-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Army

Advisory Committee on Arlington
National Cemetery; Meeting Notice

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of open committee
meeting.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Army
is publishing this notice to announce
the following Federal advisory
committee meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Arlington National
Cemetery (ACANC). The meeting is
open to the public. For more
information about the Committee,
please visit http://
www.arlingtoncemetery.mil/AboutUs/
FocusAreas.aspx.

DATES: The Committee will meet from
9:30 a.m.—3:30 p.m. on March 26, 2015.
ADDRESSES: Women in Military Service
for America Memorial, Conference
Room, Arlington National Cemetery,
Arlington, VA 22211.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Renea C. Yates; Designated Federal
Officer (DFO) for the Committee, in
writing at Arlington National Cemetery,
Arlington VA 22211, or by email at
renea.c.yates.civ@mail.mil, or by phone
at 703—-614-1248.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
meeting is being held under the
provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act of 1972 (5 U.S.C.,
Appendix, as amended), the Sunshine
in the Government Act of 1976 (U.S.C.

552b, as amended) and 41 Code of the
Federal Regulations (CFR 102-3.150).
Due to difficulties beyond the control of
the Designated Federal Officer (DFO),
the DFO was unable to approve the
Advisory Committee on Arlington
National Cemetery’s meeting agenda for
the scheduled meeting of March 26,
2015, to ensure compliance with the
requirements of 41 CFR 102—3.150(a).
Accordingly, the Advisory Committee
Management Officer for the Department
of Defense, pursuant to 41 CFR 102—
3.150(b), waives the 15-calendar day
notification requirement.

Purpose of the Meeting: The Advisory
Committee on Arlington National
Cemetery is an independent Federal
advisory committee chartered to provide
the Secretary of the Army independent
advice and recommendations on
Arlington National Cemetery, including,
but not limited to, cemetery
administration, the erection of
memorials at the cemetery, and master
planning for the cemetery. The
Secretary of the Army may act on the
Committee’s advice and
recommendations.

Proposed Agenda: The Committee
will receive updates on major
construction and expansion projects,
sustainment planning and visitor
enhancements. Additionally, the
Committee will review a specific
request for placement of a
commemorative monument at Arlington
National Cemetery to commemorate
Vietnam Helicopter Pilots in accordance
with the requirements of title 38 United
States Code section 2409.

Public’s Accessibility to the Meeting:
Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b and 41 CFR
102-3.140 through 102-3.165, and the
availability of space, this meeting is
open to the public. Seating is on a first-
come basis. The Women in Military
Service for America is readily accessible
to and usable by persons with
disabilities. For additional information
about public access procedures, contact
Ms. Renea Yates, the Committee’s
Designated Federal Officer, at the email
address or telephone number listed in
the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
section.

Written Comments and Statements:
Pursuant to 41 CFR 102-3.105(j) and
102—3.140 and section 10(a)(3) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, the
public or interested organizations may
submit written comments or statements
to the Committee, in response to t